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LONDON, DECEMBER 12, 1868. 
~_—__—_~<—- - 

THE NEW MINISTRY is now formed and its law 
officers appointed—Sir W. P. Wood, as Lord Hatherley, 
assumes the woolsack, Sir Robert Collier returns to 
office as Attorney-General, and Mr. Coleridge becomes 
the new Solicitor. 

In the new Lord Chancellor we have a sound lawyer, 
anda man of keen, prompt intellect and unflagging in- 
dustry, whom seventeen years upon the bench have proved 
as a judge of singular effectiveness. But more than 
this, there has perhaps been no other judge, of either 
branch of our law, whose qualities have so unequivocally 
won for him the esteem not only of the lawyers, but of 
the nation. We all respect Sir W. P. Wood as a sound 
lawyer, and a shrewd and ready as well as profound 
reasoner ; we may, as a nation, boast of having had 
many judges of whom this might be said, though of 
none more truly than the new Lord Chancellor, but it 
ig not too much to say that the earnestness, kind- 
liness, and spotless honesty of Sir W. P. Wood have 
earned him a measure of regard approaching as nearly 
to affection as the sentiment of a nation toward one 
man can do, 

As a legal journal, we have but little concern with a 
Lord Chancellor as a statesman; for us he is a judge of 
the Appeal Court in Chancery and in the House of Lords. 
Onthis account we welcome the appointment of Sir W.P. 
Wood as the best which could have been made. 

We are far from asserting that under no circum- 
stances should the Great Seal be entrusted to a com- 
mon law judge; on the contrary, more than one of 
our most distinguished Chancellors had previously 
filled that office; but this has at all times proved 
a hazardous experiment, a signal failure in every 
case which we can recollect, where the judge so 
elevated had not, while at the Bar, been extensively en- 
gaged in practice in equity. Even the distinguished 
genius and indomitable industry of Lord Brougham did 
not prevent him from turning out a singularly unsatis- 
factory judge in Chancery, and the reception with which 
the decisions of Lord Erskine and Lord Truro (both of 
whom were highly distinguished in other branches of 
the profession) meet daily in Chancery is a standing 
comment upon the practice we deprecate. If, indeed, 
the custody of the Great Seal did not necessarily entail 
the duty of presiding in the Court of Chancery, there 
could be no reason why distinction in any branch of the 
profession should not be a sufficient passport to the 
woolsack, but as our judicial system is now constituted, 
the appointment of a mere common law lawyer to that 
high office is a practical denial of justice on a large scale. 

We notice, however, that some of the more prominent 
of our contemporaries, while admitting the excellence of 
the legal appointment, have deprecated the appointment 
as a whole. The Pall Mall Gazette goes so far as 
concur in the “ universal” disapprobation with which it 
is supposed to be regarded. We believe this to be an 
utter mistake, feeling convinced that the great majority 
will regard the appointment with hearty approbation. 
Our contemporaries, to do them justice, admit, as of 











good qualities, but they seem to fear that he may be found 
wanting as a debater and unequally matched against the 
pre-eminent debating powers of the late Chancellor, whe 
will now lead the party in opposition in the House of 
Lords. With this we have but little todo. But we de- 
sire to reprobate most strongly the notion that the Lord 
Chancellor is to be chosen, not as a judge, but as a de- 
bater in the House of Lords,—that the Great Seal is to 
be the mere retaining fee for the advocate of a party. 
No one could seriously maintain that the presiding judge 
in chancery should be selected on sucha principle. We 
cannot, however, refrain from remarking that the ap- 
prehensions of our contemporaries are rather hasty. 
No one has disputed the ability of Sir W. P. Wood 
as a lucid reasoner; his judgments, as they are to 
be found in the reports, are clear and logical enough, 
nor is he deficient in readiness. A lucid speaker he 
is not, and never has been, but we believe that the 
value of this as a drawback is being overrated. It is 
very hard for a verbatim reporter to take down one of Sir 
W. P. Wood’s speeches, and the report, if word for word, 
would read strangely. But those who are accustomed to 
hear him find but little difficulty in separating the kernel 
from the husk and getting at the clear flow of reasoning 
which, though beset by a defective style, runs through 
every discourse he utters. As a speaker who has always 
a clear arrangement of ideas in his own. brain, we 
have no doubt that the new Chancellor will be 
easily heard and apprehended in the House of Lords, if 
listened to with attention, and that attention his 
character will always command; especially, we may 
add, upon such a question as that which is now before 
the nation. We think, therefore, that the new Chan- 
cellor may be entirely trusted to take care of himself 
and his cause in this capacity. 

Sir Robert Collier is not new to office. In Mr. Cole- 
ridge we shall have, if not a very great lawyer, at any 
rate a Crown Officer of much popularity and acknowledged 
eloquezice, but we must regret that so little secret should 
have been made by him of his repugnance to serving 
under the new Attorney-General; without discussing the 
relative merits of the parties, Mr. Coleridge’s attitude in 
this respect appears to us to have been undignified and 
uncalled for. 

We understand that Vice-Chancellor Giffard will be 
the new Lord Justice, being succeeded as Vice-Chancellor 
by Mr. W. M. James,Q.C. Mr. Wickens is mentioned as 
the probable successor of Mr. James in the county Pala- 
tine. 





THE GOVERNMENT appear to us to have fallen, in 
Ireland, into the mistake which they so narrowly, and 
happily, avoided in England. The objection toa Common 
Law holder of the Great Seal has even greater force in 
Ireland than in this country, because the duties of the 
Lord Chancellor of Ireland, other than that of presid- 
ing in Chancery, are comparatively unimportant, so that, 
if the Lord Chancellor be not a competent equity 
lawyer, he is nothing. What weight could attach toa 
judgment of Lord Chancellor O'Hagan reversing a de- 
cision of the Master of the Rolls?" And yet thisisa 
spectacle with which we may now (conceivably at least) 
be daily scandalized. 

We trust that none of these remarks wil! be misunder- 
stood. We have no objection whatever to Mr. Justice 
O’Hagan’s appointment, except his utter inexperience of 
equity business; he is an excellent Common Law 
judge, and the readers of this journal will probably 
recollect how cordially we welcomed his advancement 
to the bench of the Common Pleas, but we must 
protest, as strongly as we can, against this new 
application of a somewhat hackneyed proverb, 


* It is true that Mr. Walsh, when at the Bar, had consider- 
able Common Law practice, but a glance at the Irish Equity 
Reports will show how extensive was his practice in Chaneery, 
the dividing line between the different bars not being as clearly 
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Nor is there in this case even that semblance of excuse 


which was, happily unsuccessfully, put forward by the 


advocates of a similar appointment in England. Mr. 


O’Hagan is indeeda most courteous, eloquent, and polished 
gentleman, and in every way fitted to preside over any 
assembly of gentlemen in the country, but it forms no 


part of his duty, as Lord Chancellor of Ireland, to do s0; 
and if it did, there are not wanting othersequally eligible 
in that respect, equally adherents of the present Govern- 
ment, and entirely free from the special objections which 
apply with, as we think, irresistible force to this appoint- 
ment. No objection could have been reasonably urged 
against the appointment of Lord Justice Christian, or of 
Mr, Lawson, or even to the return of the Great Seal to 
Mr. Brady; who, if he be a reader of the Zimes, will have 
learned, with considerable surprise, that he has been 
passed over at his own request, and we are un- 
willing to believe that these gentlemen have all 
been passed over upon the ground alleged by all 
the Dublin papers. We have long been of opinion 
that the imposition of civil disabilities for reli- 
gious opinions is, in general, indefensible; and further, 
that the only ground alleged for making an exception to 
this rule in the case of the Irish Chancellorship was ut- 
terly insufficient; and we rejoiced, in common with, we 
believe, the great body of the profession on both sides of 
the Channel, when this, the last remnant of the 
celebrated penal laws, was lately abrogated. But 
if it be opposed to principle to exclude the fittest man 
from a civil office solely on the ground of his religion, 
it is not less vicious in practice to appoint to such office 
a man who is not the fittest simply on the like ground, 
and we will not readily admit that the Government can 
have been guilty of a proceeding so utterly opposed to 
every principle which they are pledged to support. 

Nor, were there any necessity in this case for such a 

breach of principle, would it be therefore necessary to ap- 
point a Chancellor acquainted with the common law alone. 
The list of the Bar practising in equity in Ireland contains 
the name of more than one Roman Catholic gentleman 
well fitted to hold the seals, nor would anyone feel that 
the Lord Chief Baron would be out of place if advanced 
to that high office. We believe, indeed, that but for the 
statutory disability under which he then laboured, and 
which has now been happily removed, Mr. Pigott would 
have been appointed Lord Chancellor on the occasion of 
Lord Melbourne’s accession to power, when a vacancy 
was made for him on the cushion of the Exchequer by 
the advancement of Lord Chief Baron Brady. 

We know that the Lord Chief Baron is charged, 
and with some truth, with extreme slowness in 
the conduct of nisi prius trials; but this defect, if that 
be a defect which proceeds mainly from his extreme 
courtesy and consideration for those engaged before him, 
would be of much less consequence in equity, where the 
proceedings are all, or nearly all,on paper, to say nothing 
of the fact that the Courtof Chancery in Ireland is not, if 
the concurrent testimony of all the practitioners there be 
credible, so overburdened with business as to necessitate a 
high rate of despatch. 





” 


THE “TIPPLING” SECTION of the late County Court 
Act produced rather an unwelcome effect upon a hotel 
keeper this week at the Lambeth County Court (vide 
report in another column), The innkeeper suing for 
some few pounds for several dinners supplied, it appeared 
that the total included a certain proportion of glasses of 
ale. Mr. Pitt Taylor said, that by section 4 of the Act he 
was bound to disallow all the items for beer. It seemed 
very absurd, he said, but the only way in which the host 
could secure himself for the future was by requiring 
payment beforehand for ale whenever any one dined in 
his house. Probably the Legislature did not mean to 
effect this, but they had nevertheless done it. 

No doubt, as Mr. Pitt Taylor said, the Legislature, when 


running up scores for half-pints chalked up behind deer. 
house doors, did not intend that a diner at the C 

or any other hotel should be exempt from liability fo 
the glass of ale he may drink with his dinner, ¢ 
liable for all the rest of the entertainment. But 
effecting the former very laudable object, it is difficult t, 
see how they could have avoided the other. If 
had excepted ale, &c., supplied with other refreshmenty at 
a meal there would have been as many doubts as to 
definition of a meal as there have been about that of , 
bond fide traveller. And it would certainly have bee 
hard, in running down the scale from a dinner @ y 
Russe to a glass of ale and a biscuit, to say where th 
meal vanished. 

This fourth section of the County Court Act is, hoy. 
ever, a very wonderful enactment if the second half he 
taken into consideration.—“ No action shall henceforth 
be brought or maintainable in any court to recover any 
debt, &c., alleged to be due in any respect of the sale of 
any ale, &c., consumed on the premises, or in respect of 
any money or gouds lent or supplied, or of any security 
given for, in, or, towards the obtaining of any such ale, §o,” 
The latter part of this section was probably intended, 
like one of the sections of the old Tippling Act of Geo, 
II., to prevent its spirit from being evaded by the obtain. 
ing liquors on pledge or pawn. Now, the principle of 
all “‘tippling ”’ enactments is that, as the weakness of 
the tippler renders it impracticable to legislate by making 
it not worth his while to buy drink on credit, the only 
practicable thing is to make it not worth the vendor's 
while to sell it him. The first half of this section follows 
the practicable, and the latter the impracticable principle, 
the effect of the words which we have italicised being 
that if a man goes into a tavern without his purse, and 
on the landlord saying that since the Act he dare not 
draw him a glass of ale on credit, pulls out his watch 
and leaves it on the counter as a pledge,—the landlord 
may afterwards refuse to let him redeem it, and the 
owner can bring no action. 





In ENGLAND the officers of each of the superior courts 
are appointed by the judges of the courts. In Ireland 
the corresponding officers are appointed by the Govern- 
ment, and the judges have no voice in the matter. Over 
and over again attempts have been made to place these 
appointments in Ireland on the same footing as in Eng- 
land. Lord Lyndhurst attempted it many years ago. 
Lord Cranworth repeated the effort lately, and he was 
supported by Lord Chelmsford asChancellor and a majority 
of the House of Lords. Upon the merits of the question 
there has never been any difference of opinion, nor is there 
roomforany. Thattheofficersof acourtoughtto beselected 
by those who know what their duties are, who can judge 
of the fitness of each applicant for the discharge of those 
duties, who will have to watch and control and be prac- 
tically responsible for their conduct, and who are ordi- 
narily exempt from the temptation to make politi- 
cal appointments, rather than by those who possess 
no single one of these qualifications, is too clear 
for argument. But the tenacity of the Irish exe- 
cutive in sticking to their patronage has always proved 
strong enough to resist both reason and authority, 
and the officers of the Irish courts are still appointed by 
the Irish Government. A pleasant illustration of the 
working of this system has occurred within the last 
week, The office of Master of the Court of Queen’s Bench 
having become vacant, a gentleman who had prac- 
tised for many years as an attorney, who, we understand, 
is private legal adviser to the late Lord Lieutenant, and 
whom we believe to be in every way eminently qualified, 
was appointed by the Duke of Abercorn to fill the vacant 
office. When that gentleman came before the Court 
to be sworn in, the Lord Chief Justice, while admitting 
the validity of the appointment, took the opportunity 
of protesting in very strong terms against it. Now, 





they framed this section in order to prevent poor men from 
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absolute unfitness of the gentleman appointed, and a 
conviction that some clear benefit to the public would 
result from expressing that certainty, could justify the 
Chief Justice in doing what must tend to weaken public 
confidence in a public officer; and the reasons distinctly 
assigned by him are not sufficient to warrant the course 
he adopted, even if his facts were correct (which we 
pelieve they were not). The conduct of the Lord Chief 
Justice seems to us, therefore, wholly inexcusable. 
But of one thing there can be no doubt, that a system 
which makes such a scandal as this possible is a bad 

stem. And it must be remembered that it has been 
and is maintained in opposition to the judgment of 
every person competent to form an opinion upon the 
subject, and from no motive whatever but to increase 
the patronage of the Lord Lieutenant or Chief Secretary. 


TuE BATONNIER OF THE PARIS Bar recently for- 
warded an invitation to each of the four Inns of Court 
to send a deputation to represent the English Bar at the 
funeral of M. Berryer. This invitation was responded to 
by the arrival in Paris of Mr. Anderson, Q.C., and Mr. 
H. W. Cole, Q.C., of the Middle Temple, and Mr. Huddle- 
stone, Q.C., of Gray’s Inn, who were received, it is needless 
toadd, with great cordiality. More than forty years ago 
M. Berryer’s father, entering the Court of Queen’s Bench 
during a visit to London, received the salutations of 
both the Bench and the Bar. In November, 1864, M. 
Berryer himself was on a memorable occasion entertained 
by the English Bar at a dinner in the Middle Temple 
Hall, Sir Roundell Palmer, then Attorney-General, pro- 
posing his health in an eloquent speech. The English 
Bar have now been enabled to pay their last tribute to 
the greatness of their distinguished confrere, whose 
memory they will always, equally, perhaps, with his own 
countrymen, delight to honour. 


WE ARE GLAD to be able to state, upon authority, that 
Mr. Justice Mellor’s health is much improved, and that he 
is expected to resume his seat in the Queen’s Bench 
within a month from the present time, 





WE UNDERSTAND that the appeal against the decision 
of Vice-Chancellor Giffard in the memorable “ spiritual- 
ism” case of Lyon v. Home has been abandoned. 





THE COUNTY COURT OFFICES are all ordered to be 
closed on Saturday the 26th inst. and on the Monday 
following. 


THE British Medical Journal takes occasion from the 
recent railway accident case of Allan v. The London and 
North Western Railway Company to express its regret 
that a provision contained in the Railways Regulation 
Act of last session (31 & 32 Vict.c. 119) should be 
allowed to become obsolete. 

“Here,” says our contemporary, “was a case in which 
the amount of injury received was the only question; the 
alleged damages very heavy ; tried in London, evidently at 
enormous cost both for legal and medical advisers; and 
still the judge took no notice, so far as one can learn from 
the report, of the clause allowing him to secure a medical 
amicus curia. Were the judges to do this in a few cases, it 
would come to be the custom for both sides to agree to do 
it for themselves, and so avoid the wasteful costs of atrial. 
If the judges allow the clause to become obsolete, no one 
else can put it in force.” 

Our contemporary has misunderstood the provision in 
question; in what manner he understands it is not very 
clear, since he first speaks of the section as empowering 
the judge to secure a medical amicus curi@, and then, 
from his concluding sentence would seem to understand 
it as enabling the judge to appoint somebody in the 
nature of an arbitrator, or at any rate an assessor, It 
would be rather difficult to understand how the appear- 


ance in court of an amicus curie could avoid the costs of 
a trial. 

The section alluded to is the 26th, which simply 
empowers any judge of the court in which the proceed- 
ings for compensation are being taken to order the 
injured party to be examined by a medical man, not a 
witness in the cause, and to deal in his discretion with 
the costs of such examination. 





A MINISTRY OF JUSTICE. 

We print in another column those portions of Mr. 
Grant Duff’s address to his constituents at Macduff which 
relate to this subject, and we desire to take advantage 
of the opportunity to say a few words upon the question 
ourselves, 

It may, we conceive, be taken as admitted upon ail 
hands, that the legal and judicial system in this country 
requires both arrangement and amendment; arrange- 
ment, that men may know of what it consists, and 
amendment, to get rid as well of relics of antiquity 
unsuited to the present constitution of society, as of 
excrescences and anomalies which have been naturally 
produced by its present unformed condition and irregular 
growth. It may also, we think, be assumed that to 
this end there is need of unremitting, systematic, 
scientific action ; unremitting, because the work of legis- 
lation, direct and indirect, is incessant, and threatens, 
do what we will with it, to leave the labours of the 
digester in arrear ; systematic, because from the very na- 
ture of the case this legislation, whether Parliamentary, 
judicial, or customary, (and with none of these elements 
can we dispense) is inevitably desultory ; and scientific, 
because while capable of, and demanding, the most 
logical development, the actually existing system of 
English law consists, for the most part, of.a congeries of 
extemporised make-shifts. 

To produce this sort of action then, or rather te 
devise the machinery best calculated to that end, may 
be taken as the proximate object in law reform, and we 
proceed, as briefly as may be, to notice the various pro- 
positions which have been made with this object. 

The work of law reform is at present conducted—se 
far as it is conducted at all—by three distinct agencies: 
first, the Government of the day; secondly, commissioners 
who have been, from time to time, appointed by the 
Crown, with certain defined functions; and, thirdly, pri- 
vate persons, principally members of Parliament, who 
have brought forward propositions or carried bills dealing 
with certain specific abuses. These last, however, may 
be left out of our consideration at present, as, although 
some of our most useful Acts were thus procured, many 
of which are commonly known by the names of their 
authors, it is evident that nothing either continuous or 
systematic can be looked for from this source. The re- 
maining two causes of action have each their advocates, 
as has also a proposal for a permanent official, who, 
though a high officer of State, is to be unconnected with 
politics, 

Commissioners, however, though very well fitted forthe 
duty of investigating into the existing state of things, and 
though possibly able successfully to cope with the preli- 
minary difficulties arising from the chaotic state in 
which the law of England now exists, would, we fear, 
be found quite unequal to the task of maintaining a 
satisfactory system, supposing this once established. It 
is true that the exertions of the old Statute Law Com- 
mission have borne fruit—how small in comparison with 
the time, labour, and money expended none but those 
who have worked on or under it can tell—in the conso- 
lidation of our criminal statute law, and the express 
repeal.of a multitude of obsolete Acts of Parliament. 
It may, indeed, be maintained that this last boon is not 
—in the absence of a new authorised edition of the 
statutes—of any real benefit to anyone, as all the Acts 
thus repealed still continue to encumber the statute- 





book, and must still fill our shelves with reams 
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of useless matter, so long as the latest general edition of 
the statute law which can be referred to as authority 
dates from a period nearly half a century prior to the 
earliest of the repealing Acts. But the work of such a 
“ reforming machine ” as we have suggested would, pro- 
perly speaking, be but at the beginning, when all the 
obsolete and repealed matter had been expunged from 
the statutes at large, and all overruled or exploded de- 
cisions eliminated from the reports; then, and not till 
then, would we be able to commence with effect the duty 
of arrangement, and not until that duty had been effec- 
tually performed could we hope to grapple successfally 
with the difficulties of amendment. And all this time 
legislation would be going on,in Parliament,on the Bench, 
in the market, everywhere where the affairs of men 
are regulated, discussed, or carried on; and so, by the 
time such a commission as that described had completed 
its labours it would have become necessary to appoint 
a new one to consider how to modify the result of those 
labours with reference to the later disturbances thus pro- 
duced. 

Nor would it be practicable to meet this objection by 
the suggestion that the Commission should keep these 
disturbing forces in view, for this is the very thing 
which, from the nature of their constitution, they would 
be unable to do. They would have, so to speak, no 
cognisance of the new matter, nor, indeed, would they, 
if ever so well inclined, keep pace with the changes 
thus constantly introduced. Besides, a very necessary 
function of a proper system of law reform would be a 
careful supervision of all bills, not merely formal, during 
their progress through Parliament, and this such a com- 
mission as we have been describing would be simply 
powerless to do. 

There remains, therefore, only a permanent officer or 
the Executive Government ; and there are good reasons 
why the Government, if provided with a proper perma- 
nent staff for the purpose, is the very best engine for this 
purpose within our power to use. 

First, the Government alone has power to carry, with 
reasonable rapidity, such Acts of the Legislature as would 
from time to time be required to remove doubts or objec- 
tions, or introduce amendments, the necessity for which 
would inevitably not unfrequently arise. 2. No permanent 
officer can possibly be sufficiently en rapport with rublic 
feeling to be safely entrusted with any functions more 
than administrative in relation to law reform; but these 
administrative functions, if directed by a great officer of 
State holding office “during pleasure,” would be just 
what is required to make this reform systematic and 
effectual. 3. No government could be expected to 
aceept the responsibility of acting with a high officer of 
State whom they had not appointed and could not 
remove. 4. We have already just such an officer, one 
who, from his professional training, his high position, 
and his connection with the Executive Government, ful- 
fils al] the requisite conditions ; but, unfortunately, as 
our Governments are at present constituted, he is practi- 
cally useless for this end, first, because he has no staff 
whatever whom he can employ for the purpose, and 
secondly, because he is so overloaded with other and 
more pressing duties, that he cannot find any time 
te attend to this. 

Need we say that we refer tothe Lord Chancellor ? Ne- 
cossarily a lawyer of distinction, and ordinarily, if not in- 
variably, of erudition, filling the very highest office of State 
connected with the law, and subject to the most direct offi- 
eial responsibility, the position of Speaker of the House 
of Lords would appear to be precisely the one most suit- 
able for the acknowledged chief of the Law-reforming de- 
partment. Unfortunately, there is not now any such de- 
partment, and equally unfortunately, the Lord Chancellor 
is not merely Speaker of the House of Lords, he is also 

Chief Judge of the Court of Chancery, Keeper of the Great 
Seal, and depository of half the official patronage of the 
country. Now, we confess we can see no reason why 


office any more than the Chief Justiceship of the 
Queen’s Bench or the office of Master of the Rolls, and we 
would gladly see this judgeship tenable, like every othe 
judgeship in this country, “ during good behaviour,” ang 
severed entirely from the political office of the Chancel. 
lorship, which must necessarily be héld by a responsible 
member of the Government. The duties directly con. 
nected with the custody of the Great Seal might very we, 
we think, be discharged by an ordinary minister not 
necessarily connected with the legal profession; and could 
probably, without difficulty, be attached to the office, now 
almost honorary, of Lord President of the Privy Coungijl, 
a proper permanentstaff for the performance of these dutieg 
already exists,and nothing more would be necessary than 
to transfer them from the superintendence of the Lord 
Chancellor to that of the new “Custos Sigilli.” The Lord 
Chancellor, thus released from those duties which do not 
require a legal education on the one hand, and from those 
which are more fitly discharged by a permanent judge 
on the other, could, we think, well combine the duty 
of presiding in the House of Lords (including that of 
hearing appeals to that House, sitting as a Court of law) 
with the superintendence of an efficient department of 
justice and law reform. 

This department, to be efficient, would require not 
merely a proper staff of clerks of various degrees, but also 
two principal secretaries; one Parliamentary, who should 
always be a member of the House of Commons and a mem- 
ber of the Government, and one permanent, who should 
be prohibited from sitting in that House. It is clear 
that the duties at present discharged by the At- 
torney-General are far too onerous to leave 
any room for hope that he could devote to this 
duty either the time or the energy which it requires, 
and we think that it ought to form a distinct office of 
itself, more especially as its duties, if properly performed, 
would be almost fatal to any extended practice at the 
Bar. That both those secretaries should be taken from 
the ranks of the profession is too clear for argument, 
but we see no reason for confining the choice to the Bar, 
and if, as we would certainly suggest, the Parliamentary 
secretary were to be considered, equally with the At- 
torney-General, upon the high road to the Woolsack, this 
office might not unreasonably open to the whole profes- 
sion the path to the highest legal position under the 
Crown. 





THE LATE STOCK EXCHANGE DECISIONS. 


The main points which have given rise to so much 
discussion with reference to the legal effect of a sale of 
shares upon the Stock Exchange have now been pro- 
nounced upon in the simultaneous decisions of Grissell v. 
Bristowe, in the Exchequer Chamber, and Cvles v. 
Bristowe, in the Full Court of Appeal in Chancery, both 
of which are reported in this week’s number of the 
Weekly Reporter. Although it is extremely desirable 
that such important and intricate questions should be 
settled by the authority of the ultimate Court of Appeal, 
yet as these decisions substantially agree not only with 
each other, but also with that of Sheppard v. Murphy, 
in the Chancery Court of Appeal in Ireland, the balance 
of judicial authority is now so decidedly on one side, that 
it is not very likely that any of the cases will be taken 
to the House of Lords, Only a very extensive and im- 
probable creation of new legal Peers or an equally im- 
probable change of their well-considered opinions on the 
part of the present Peers, could effect a reversal of the 
judgments recently delivered. Lord Cairns and the new 
Chancellor, Lord Hatherley, are committed in opinion in 
Ooles v. Bristowe ; Lord Romilly at least equally so in 
Hodgkinson v. Kelly (16 W. R. 1078) ; and Lord Chelms- 
ford, not much less so by his opinion, though not by the 
judgment, in Hawkins v. Maltby (16 W. R. 209), There 
remain only Lord Westbury and Lord Colonsay whose 
opinions on these points have not yet been given in any 
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appellant, it does not seem likely that they could turn 
palance of opinion in the Lordsin his favour. There 
remain, doubtless, various minor points which will have 
to be settled in cases in which the circumstances may 
differ slightly from those recently decided, but these new 
ints will probably be governed very much by the proper 
interpretation to be put upon the present judgments. It 
is therefore of great importance, both to members of the 
jegal profession and to members of the Stock Exchange, 
that these judgments should, if possible, be understood. 

We pointed out shortly last week one respect in which 
we believed the effect of the judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber had not been appreciated, and we cannot help 
thinking that the judgment is likely on the whole to be 
as much misunderstood as the judgment of the Court of 
Common Pleas was. It is, in the first place, of the 
greatest importance to notice, that although the decision 
is reversed, the law laid down by the majority of the 
judges in the Court of Common Pleas cannot by any 
means be taken to be entirely erroneous. On the con- 
trary, there are many propositions in the judgment 
pelow, as to the reasonableness of usages, and as to the 
necessity to show actual knowledge in order to bind the 
parties unless the usages are reasonable—points necessary 
in the view taken by the Court of the facts to the deci- 
sion of the points argued before them—which must still 
be taken to be law, and for which, if other authorities 
were wanting, which, however, is not the case, the judg- 
ment of the Court of Common Pleas might still be quoted 
asan authority. There are some dicta in the judgment 
delivered by the Lord Chief Justice in the Exchequer 
Chamber which might appear inconsistent with 
these propositions, but as these have obviously not 
been very much considered, and are, as shown by 
the Chief Justice himself, unnecessary for the decision 
of the very different points argued before them, we can- 
not consider that any real doubt has been thrown upon 
the law in this respect. 

The difference in result is due to the change of 
tactics on the part of the jobbers. In the first instance, 
they endeavoured to establish, as a custom binding upon 
all persons who instructed agents to deal with them or 
upon their market, that the mere giving of a name of 
another person was a fulfilment of a contract entered 
into by them. All the Courts which have given deci- 
sions on these cases agree that there is no such custom 
binding on the public. They differ, however, in the 
manner in which they come to that conclusion. The 
majority in the Common Pleas, while saying that as a 
jury they would hesitate in coming to the conclusion 
upon the evidence that such a custom, in fact, prevailed, 
yet base their judgment mainly on this, that even if it 
did in fact prevail, so that members of the Stock 
Exchange must be taken to import it into their con- 
tracts ; yet that being unreasonable, it cannot be taken 
that persons not shown to be in fact cognizant of it, 
must be assumed to have contracted with reference to it. 
The Courts of Appeal, however, come to the conclusion 
that the custom does not, in fact, prevail at all, and they 
do so mainly upon the admission of the jobbers, who had 
no doubt been well advised not any longer to contend 
for what we cannot help thinking the appeal courts 
would have decided against them. ‘The Chief Justice in 
the Exchequer Chamber observes that a usage founded 
on the general convenience of parties engaged in a 
particular department of business can never be said to 
be unreasonable. He was, however, here entering upon 
Asubject which, after the only usage which could really 
be said to be unreasonable had been abandoned, it was 
Searcely necessary to discuss, and it is a little unfortu- 
nate that remarks so liable to mislead should have been 
made, Ofcourse no practice would be unreasonable so 
far as regards persons to whom it was convenient, 
but it might well be unreasonable as regards others. 
A custom very convenient to agents may be disas- 
trous to principals, and the question of reasonable- 
hess or unreasoaablenesa only becomes important when it 





issought to incorporate the custom into the contract of a 
person who did not knowingly contract with reference 
to it. If the Chief Justice merely meant to class the 
plaintiff as a person engaged, when he sold his shares, in 
a particular business, so that the usage in question was 
convenient to him as well as to others, it is obvious that 
it could not be said to be unreasonable as regards him; 
but then the remark becomes little more than a truism. 
If, however, he meant that because it was convenient 
to the plaintiff’s agent and the person with whom he 
dealt, it must be reasonable as regards the plaintiff, and 
binding upon him, though he was ignorant of it, the 
dictum seems quite inconsistent with many considered 
decisions. Perhaps, however, it was merely meant that 
if it were unreasonable, it could not be convenient to 
everyone, and therefore would not be generally adopted 
and could not be called a custom. 

It is, perhaps, worth notice that the question, as to how 
far the usage was to be considered part of the contract, 
was not raised in Coles v. Bristowe in the same way that it 
was in Grissell v. Bristowe, because Mr. Coles admitted 
his knowledge of the usages of the Exchange, and that 
they formed part of his contract, while Mr. Grissell did 
not appear to have the same knowledge. Thus,in the 
one case, it was only necessary to ascertain what the 
actual practice was ; in the other case it was also neces- 
sary to determine whether the actual practice was bind- 
ing on the plaintiff, on the ground that if he was not 
aware of it, he ought to have been. The Court of Com- 
mon Pleas decided that one particular practice which 
they treated as proved was not so binding ; the Exchequer 
Chamber decided that the practice dealt with by the Com- 
mon Pleas was not proved, and that the different prac- 
tice, which they treated as the existing one, was binding. 

Not only the particular remarks we have quoted 
above, but several other passages in the judgment 
of Chief Justice Cockburn, might appear to convey the 
notion that any practice, in fact, adopted upon the Stock 
Exchange would, under any circumstances, be binding 
upon persons entering into contracts by their agents 
upon the Exchange. We do not believe, however, that 
the other members of the court, at all events, will hold 
themselves to have so decided, and it is not unlikely 
that the Chief Justice himself would repudiate that 
meaning, and confine the application of his remarks to 
the particular usage successfully set up before him in 
the Exchequer Chamber. Sounderstood, the case does. 
not amount to a decision that all the rules of 
the Stock Exchange are binding on the general 
public,but only those fundamental rules which are essential 
to the carrying on of the business of the Stock Exchange, 
in the manner in which it is notoriously carried on. To 
hold that any rule which the members of the Stock Ex- 
change might choose to make would be binding on the 
public, is what no Court hasdone yet, and what we can- 
not think they are likely to do, considering that the Stoek 
Exchange is a private body, and that the members do not 
even allow their printed rules tobe published for general 
circulation. 

The judgments in Grissel/ v. Bristowe show very clearly 
that the result is to be attributed to the abandonment by 
the jobbers of their unreasonable contention in the court 
below, and to their starting a new argument. Thus we 
find the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas saying in his 
judgment that the “transfers do not appear to have been 
executed or aecepted by the transferees, and under those 
circumstances there would be no liability on their part to 
indemnify the plaintiff. The defendants have not, how- 
ever, based theirdefence on the ground of the transfer 
having been executed vr accepted by the transferees : 
their contention is, that their liability was discharged by 
the mere payment of the original price and the handing 
over the names, and this whether there was any accept- 
ance of the several transfers by the nominees or not.” Tt 
is clear, therefore, that the Court of Common Pleas did 
not decide that if there had been this acceptance the 
jobber would not have been discharged. Indeed, it is to 














































lars iar ore mectornatnnnn y Anentine oe 










112 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Dec. 12, 186, 








be inferred that if their attention had been drawn to the 
facts, and they had come to the conclusion, which is 
clearly the right one, that the transfers had been accepted, 
they would have decided that he was discharged, and 
this really is what the Court of Exchequer Chamber has 
decided. Chief Justice Cockburn says : “ We are further 
of opinion, from the particulars of the usage as stated in 
the case, that it is only when the nominee or nominees 
have paid for the shares, in other words, have accepted the 
transfer, and placed themselves in the position of buyers, 
and taken upon themselves the obligations of the contract, 
that the jobber is held to be released.”’ So also in the judg- 
ment of Lord Cairns in Coles v. Bristowe itis said, “ In our 
opinion the liability of the dofendants continues unbroken 
until there was an acceptance by the plaintiff of the 
names sent in as purchasers,and until there was an ac- 
ceptance of the shares by the purchasers through the de 
livery to their brokers of, and the payment by their bro- 
kers for, the transfers and certificates of the shares.” Thus 
both the Appeal Courts appear to agree in making the time 
of the jobber’s release from liability the time when 
there is first a mutual acceptance of each other as the 
parties to the contract of sale by the vendor and the 
nominee. If this is all the decisions amount to, there 
is certainly no proposition of law involved in them 
which any Court might not have held quite consis- 


tently with the original decision in Grissell v. Bristowe | 


remaining unreversed. We believe, however, from the 
statement given by each Court of their view of the 
contract really entered into by the jobber, that they 


were prepared to go a little further, and say that the | 


jobber would also be released when the default of the 
vendor was the cause of there not being that mutual 
acceptance between vendor and nominee—that is to 
say, when the vendor has without sufficient reason re- 
fused to accept a nominee who was ready and willing 
to accept him. This follows from the statement of 
each Court as to what they consider the jobber’s con- 
tract to be. Chief Justice Cockburn says that ‘ the 
contract, as interpreted by the usage, was that the de- 
fendants, the first buyers, were to be at liberty to trans- 
fer the contract, with all its rights and obligations, to 
any sufficient buyers who would take it from them 
with all its incidents.’ Lord Cairns says :—* The con- 
tract of the jobber is that at the settling day he will 
either take the shares himself (in which case he would 
of course be bound to accept and register a transfer 
and to indemnify), or that he will give the name of 
one or more transferees—names to which no reasonable 
objection can be made, and who will accept and pay 
for the shares.” 

It will be seen that these definitions are in effect 
identical, and, as we have already pointed out, the law 
is now likely to remain as so declared. We believe 
that these conclusions were arrived at by the two Courts 
independently, but that the judges in the Exchequer 
Chamber, as soon as they had made up their minds on 
the case, but before giving judgment, communicated with 
the Chancery judges, with a view toascertain what their 
judgment was likely to be, and, if necessary, to arrange 
some conference prior to the judgments being delivered. 

We pointed out last week that the consequences to 
the brokers are likely to be somewhat serious. It 
would appear that the Chief Justice considers it to be 
laches on the part of the selling broker (which means, 
we presume, neglect of his duty towards his em- 
ployer, for which he will be liable to an action) if he 
parts with the transfers without seeing them executed 
by the transferee. How he is to see this done in prac- 
tice is difficult to understand. He, of course, deals only 
with the broker of the traneferee, and has no means of 
compelling the personal attendance of the transferee. 
Indeed, if the personal attendance of the principals on 
either side were required, the great convenience of the 
Stock Exchange as a market for shares,on which the 
judges, and the Chief Baron in particular, dwell eo 
much, would be at an end, 
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NECESSARIES FOR AN INFANT. 


Twice during the last week the question what 
“ necessaries ” foran infant has come before Cock! 
C.J., at the Nisi Prius Sittings for Middlesex. In the 
first of these cases, Jenner v, Walker, an infant had 
bought jewellery and other expensive articles, such y 
earrings (£12 12s.), studs (£15 15s.), a betting bog 
(£4 14s. 6d.), kc. In the other case, Mackenzie y, 
wood, an infant purchased an illuminated Bible, prig 
£50. The defence in both cases was infancy; and i 
Jenner v. Walker payment into court of a portion of th 
money claimed. In Mackenzie v. Hoprood there wer 
also some other questions not affecting the defence of jp. 
fancy. In Jenner v. Walker the judgment in Ryder y, 
Wombwell, in the Exchequer Chamber, delivered a fey 
days ago, was cited, and Cockburn, O.J., is reported t 
have said that he “had been reading the judgment & 
livered in the Court of Error in this case, and he real} 
could not understand it, unless it was meant that it wa 
to be a question of law for the judge to determine 
whether the articles disputed were or were not necg. 
saries.” In Mackenzie v. Hopwood he appears to hare 
azain intimated that he had a difficulty in understand. 
iug the meaning of Ryder v. Wombivell, and says, “ it ap. 
pears to have been cetermined that it is for the judge t 
decide ” whether articles are or are not necessaries, In 
Ryder v. Wombrvell (in the Court of Exchequer, 16 W, R, 
515), one of the questions was whether in an action for 
the price of valuable earrings, an antique goblet, and 
similar articles supplied to an infant, the judge at the 
trial ought not to nonsuit the plaintiff on the ground that 
such articles cannot be necessaries. The majority of the 
Court held that there could be no nonsuit, but the que. 
tion whether the goods were or were not necessaries must 
always be left to the jury, although the Court may, asin 
other cases, review that finding. Bramwell, B., thought 
that in such cases the judge ought to nonsuit or direct 
the jury to find a verdict for the defendant. 

This decision has now been reversed in the kx. 
chequer Chamber, where it has been held that the 
judge at the trial may and ought to nonsuit if 
the articles supplied cannot be necessaries. This re 
versal confirms the view taken by ourselves in our re 
marks on the Exchequer decision in Ryder v. Wombwell 
(12 5. J. 336). We confess we do not quite understand 
the difficulty which the Chief Justice seems to find in 
the decision of the Exchequer Chamber. As we under. 
stand the judgment, which has of course not yet been 
reported, itis not that the judge is to determine the 
matter of fact, necessaries or no necessaries, but that 
when goods have been supplied which cannot under any 
circumstances be necessaries, as in the words of Bram- 
well, B., in Ryder v. Wombwell, in the Court of Ex- 
chequer, “earrings for a male, spectacles for a blind 
person, or a wild animal,” the judge is to say, as in any 
other case when the plaintiff does not show primd facie 
a cause of action, that there is nothing to go to the 
jury, as there is no fact in dispute, and there must 
therefore, be a nonsuit. When there is a doubt whether 
articles are necessaries, as clothes of an unusual descrip- 
tion, delicacies suitable only for an invalid, &c., the 
whole facts of the case must be submitted to the jury, 
and they must say whether under all the circumstances 
the goods are necessaries. Where there are no special 
circumstances, and the plaintiff's case stops when he has 
proved the delivery of articles which prima facie cannot 
be necessaries, there should be a nonsuit. 

If this be the result of the judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber, it is in accordance with common sense and 
convenience, and also perfectly agrees with the ordinary 
procedure of a nisi prius trial in all other cases. A 
plaintiff who fails to make a primd facie case must sub- 
mit to a nonsuit. <A plaintiff who proves the supply to 
an infant defendant of that which cannot be a necessary, 
shows no ground of action, and therefore should be 
nonsuited, 
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“There is no difficulty in applying this law to the 
two cases which came before the Chief Justice this week. 
In Jenner v. Walker, expensive jewellery which the 
defendant could not wear could hardly, under any 
circumstances be a necessary, and the Chief Justice ought 
according to Ryder v. Wembivell, to have directed a 
nonsuit unless sufficient evidence was given to show 
gome special reason why it might be considered neces- 
sary in this particular case. In Mackenzie v. Wood, the 
same course ought also to have been adopted. It is 
hardly possible to conceive circumstances which could 
render an illustrated Bible of the price of £50, a 
necessary in any sense of the word. In both these cases, 
however, the question whether the articles were or were 
not necessaries was left to the jury, instead of being 
decided by the Chief Justice, but as the jury found a 
yerdict for the defendant in each instance, this way of 
leaving the question tothem will not now be disputed in 
these cases. 

There was another question in Ryder v. Wombwell 
besides that of the duty of the judge at the trial. 
Evidence was tendered to show that some of the articles 
then supplied to the defendant were not necessaries, 
because the defendant was amply furnished at the time 
of the purchase with similar articles. This evidence 
was rejected, and the Court of Exchequer decided rightly 
rejected, on the ground that the articles would still be 
necessaries unless the plaintiff knew when he supplied 
them that the defendant was already sufficiently provided 
with such articles. 

Bramwell, B., dissented from this, He held that when 
an infant is already properly supplied with necessaries 
an addition to that supply cannot also be necessary. 
The Court of Exchequer Chamber, in Ryder v. Wombwell, 
noticed this point, but declined to express any opinion 
upon it. The question must therefore still remain in 
same doubt. There is the decision in Ryder v. Wombwell 
in the Court of Exchequer one way, but against that 
there is the opinion of Bramwell, B., and also several de- 
cided cases, as for instance Bainbridge v. Pickering (2 
Wm. Bla. 1325) and Burghart v. Angerstein (6 Car. & 
P, 690), which are authorities against the view adopted 
by the majority of the Court of Exchequer. 

It is a pity that this point should not have been de- 
cided in the Exchequer Chamber, as the law now remains 
doubtful, and it is a question that is likely often to arise 
when actions of this sort are brought against infants. 
The judgment has, however, put an end to much doubt 
that existed as to the duty of a judge at a trial in these 
actions against infants, and the law is now settled in ac- 
cordance with many former decisions, and the difficulty 
created on this point by the decision of the Court below 
has been satisfactorily terminated. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY, 
ON THE APPORTIONMENT OF EXPENSES OF RENEWAL 
OF LEASES BETWEEN PARTIES HAVING SUCCESSIVE 
INTERESTS, 


Bradford vy. Brownjohn, L.J., 16 W. R. 1178, 
We remarked some time ago * on the decision of Vice- 


Chancellor Stuart in this case. That decision has now 
been varied by the Lords Justices, and the principle 
settled long ago by Lord Thurlow, in Nightingale v. Law- 
son, 1 Bro, ©. ©. 440, asserted. The principle is only ap- 
plicable to those cases where the settlor has given no 
directions or provided no machinery for the renewal of 
leases which form the subject of a settlement. Where 
there is a leasehold estate, whether for lives or for 
years matters not (Jones v. Jones, 5 Ha, 440), held in 
succession, which the tenant for life is not bound to 
renew, but does renew, it is obvious that equity will 
not allow him to renew for his own benefit. Since then 





*12S. J, 624. 





a renewal can only be effected for the benefit of all par- 
ties entitled in succession to the renewed interest, it is 
proper that the successor should contribute in some mea- 
sure towards the expenses of the renewal which enure 
for his own benefit, as well as for the benefit of his pre- 
decessor. As the Lord Justice Wood intimated, the succes- 
sor cannot take against the predecessor who made him- 
self trustee for him, without paying what the predeces- 
sor had laid out for the successor’s benefit as the cestut 
que trust. This being admitted, the obvious and only 
mode of settling the proportion in which predecessor and 
successor are respectively to contribute, is to found it on 
the respective actual enjoyment of the parties, if do- 
ceased, or, if alive,on the value in years which can be 
assigned to their lives by the ordinary methods of com- 
putation. So far there was no difference of opinion be- 
tween the Lords Justices and his Honour: the difference 
of opinion between them was on a subordinate question, 
upon which the authorities are somewhat conflicting. 
We referred to the cases on this point in our former note 
on the present case, and need not refer to them now. 
The question was, from what period is interest payable 
on the successor’s contribution, and is such interest to be 
simple or compound. His Honour, guided, as it would 
appear, by Rowe v. Chichester, Ambl. 720, held that simple 
interest is payable by the successor upon his proportion 
of the expenses of renewal, and that from the death of 
the predecessor only until the time of actual payment. 
Varying this decision, the Lords Justices held that com- 
pound interest is payable by the successor down to the 
death of the predecessor, and simple interest therefrom 
until the time of actual payment. A perusal of the 
authorities on both sides, which are—ightingale v. Law- 
son in particular—somewhat embarrassed, will not aid us 
materially. The ground of the present decision, putting 
the authorities on one side, is clear. When a renewal 
takes place where there is no provision for renewal, 
as in the present case, the predecessor must be viewed 
as one who advances a sum of money out of his own re- 
sources for the benefit of his successor. Viewing itin this 
light, the successor must pay interest on the sum so ad- 
vanced from the time of it being advanced, and his interest 
in the estate thus purchased on his account being analogous 
to a reversionary one, the interest on the purchase-money 
must, according to the usual rule, be calculated with an- 
nual rests until the succession falls in. When that event 
occurs the successor will henceforward be treated asa 
purchaser in possession of his guantum of the estate, if he 
accept it, and will become subject to the ordinary rule 
that a purchaser in possession pays simple interest on the 
purchase-money until payment. 


CERTIFICATE OF CHARITY COMMISSIONERS. 
Braund vy. The Earl of Devon, L.J., 16 W. R. 1180. 


Section 17 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, pro- 
vides that the Court shall not entertain proceedings as 
to charities unless the consent of the Charity Commis- 
sioners be first signified by their certificate. This section 
was limited in application by the Court of Appeal in 
Re Lester’s Hospital, 4 W. R. 156, 6 D. M. G. 184, where 
the decision was, that the consent of the Commissioners 
was not a necessary preliminary to an application to the 
Court for the disposal of money paid into court for the 
purchase of land from a charity; the opinion of the 
Court being that the words “suit or matter actually 
pending” in section 17 of the Act referred to suits or 
matters pending at the time of the application, not at 
the time of the enactment of the statute, as by any other 
interpretation of these words the proceedings of the 
Court, often of a mere routine character, would be hin- 
dered by the necessity of obtaining the consent of the 
Commissioners to every proceeding in the matter of a 
charity. The difference of practice in this respect 
which had previously prevailed in the courts of the 
Master of the Rollsand Vice-Chancellor Wood was thus dis~ 
posed of in favour of the latter judge’s court. The object 
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of the rule, as it is stated in Re Lister’s Hospital, was 
to check the enormous abuses which had grown up in 
the administration of charities with reference to pro- 
ceedings which used to be instituted to the good of no 
one, with the mere object of making costs. As the 17th 
section is now read, it appears that where the charity 
is already hefore the Court the consent of the Commis- 
sioners need not be obtained, but where the aid of the 
Court is to be applied for in any suit or matter not pending 
at the time of application the rule is inflexible that the 
Commissioners’ certificate must be obtained as an indis- 
pensable preliminary to the institution of proceedings. 
Where the bill does not allege that such certificate has 
been obtained, a demurrer to it will be allowed, as in the 
case before us, The bill in Braundv. The Earl of Devon 
was filed with the object of administering an estate 
which had been bequeathed in part for purposes of 
charity, and of establishing the charity. It was argued 
in support of the bill that the primary object of the bill 
was to administer the estate. The establishment of the 
charity depended upon how the estate would turn out on 
administration, and was auxiliary to it, so that it not 
being imprimis a proceeding in the matter of a charity, 
it was needless as a matter of pleading to aver that the 
certificate had been obtained, 

No doubt in every suit with the object of establishing 
a charity the assets must be ascertained before the 
charity can be established, and thus, in a certain sense, 
the proceedings in the matter of the charity would not 
commence until the assets were ascertained, but if it 
were allowable thus to split up into two portions the 
object of the suit, the certificate of the Commissioners 
would be rendered unriecessary, by the suit being a 
suit pending at the time when the proposal to establish 
the charity came on, and the 17th section would be 
materially narrowed in its effect, if not rendered wholly 
inoperative. The true conclusion is, that every suit for 
the administration of an estate, either wholly or in part 
bequeathed to charitable purposes, is in truth a suit to 
establish the charity, and it would be a fraud on the Act 


to view it otherwise, when we look to the objects for 
which section 17 was enacted, 


COPYRIGHT IN A NEWSPAPER. 
Kelly v. Hutton, .J., 16 W. R. 1183. 

To speak of copyright in a newspaper, as distinguished 
from copyright in the articles which compose it, is an 
incorrect mode of describing the property in the title of 
a newspaper, The title or name of a newspaper or pe- 
riodical, like the name of a book, is not a matter of sta- 
tutory copyright. This is apparent from the definition 
given by the Act (5 & 6 Vict. c. 45) of Copyright, that 
it is the sole exclusive liberty of printing or otherwise 
multiplying copies of an original work or composition 
of the nature described in the Act. But copyright in a 
newspaper is popularly spoken of, and was treated as, an 
existing thing throughout the dealings with each other 
of the parties to the suit of Kelly v. Hutton, but incor- 
rectly so, as we have already shown. Although the name 
of a book or of a newspaper cannot be the subject of 
copyright, roman has a right so to name his book or news- 
paper as to pass for the work of another. For in- 
stance, Seely v. Visher, 11 Sim, 482, shows that where 
there are two rival works, or rival editions of the same 
work, the Court will restrain the proprietor of the one 
from advertising it in terms calculated to induce the 
public to believe it to he the work of the other; and 
Braham v. Bustard, 11 W.R. 1061,1 H, & M. 447, shows 
the views of courts of equity as to the wrongful as- 
sumption of a name claimed exclusively by another per- 
son. If a person names his work by a name which is 
already borne by another work, he must add some dis- 
tinctive mark, so as to characterise it, by some means or 
other, a8 a distinct work: Hogg v. Kirby, 8 Ves. 25. 
The title of a book or newspaper is really something 
in the nature of, or analogous to, a trade-mark, al- 





—————— 

though the provisions of the Merchandise Marks 
25 & 26 Vict. c. 88, are not applicable to it. Copyri 
properly so called, can only subsist in the written » 
printed matter which goes to make up the book »& 
newspaper. Registration, therefore, under the 
right Act, was of no avail, the title of the new 
not being a proper subject of registration within the 
Act, (See as to this Maxwell v. Hogg, 15 W.R. 467 
L. R. 2 Ch. 307). ’ 

It may be added that it has long ago been settled that 
there can be property in the title of a newspaper: 
man v. Tripp, 2 Bos. & P.N. R.67; Ex parte Foss, 6 W.R, 
417, 2 D.& J. 230; while it seems to be settled that Copy. 
right is not property except so far as it is made so 
statute. It will, perhaps, be said that whether the title 
of a work be copyright, or in the nature of a trade-mark, 
makes no difference, since the remedy for the infringe. 
ment of either is the same ; but it should not be forgotten 
that protection of a trade-mark as property is given 
the Court in exercise of its original jurisdiction; while to 
obtain protection for his copyright, an author mug 
register, and observe the preliminaries rendered nec 
by the Copyright Acts as a condition of obtaining relief, 





COMMON LAW. 
ALIENS—EFFECT OF ENGLISH ALIEN ACTS IN IRE- 
LAND. 
Davies v. Lynch, Q.B. (Ir.), 16 W. R. 1207. 


The old common law rules, which incapacitated an 
alien—i.e., one born out of the king’s allegiance—from in- 
heriting land have been much modified by various sta- 
tutes, but there have been very few decisions upon the 
construction of these Acts, and their legal effect seems to 
be somewhat in doubt,—at all events, so far as regards 
Ireland. By the common law aliens were, with some few 
exceptions, absolutely incapable of inheriting land in 
England. By 25 Ed. 3,s. 2, children born abroad, whose 
fathers and mothers were natural-born subjects, were 
rendered capable of inheriting land. 7 Anne, c. 5,83, 
as explained by 4 Geo. 2, c. 21, provided that children 
born abroad of natural-born fathers should be, to all in- 
tents and purposes, natural-born subjects. 13 Geo. 3,¢ 
21, extended this provision to grandchildren of natural- 
born fathers in the paternal line; but by section 4 it also 
provided that no person should claim any estate under 
the Act except within five years next after the right 
the same should accrue. By 7 & 8 Vict.c. 66 (the Alien 
Law Amendment Act) children of natural-born mothers 
are enabled to inherit, or take in any way, lands; but its 
words are not nearly so wide as those of the Acts of 
Anne and Geo, 3. By Poyning’s Law (10 Hen. 7, c. 22), the 
25 Ed. 8, c. 2, was extended to Ireland, but the subse- 
quent Acts are not in any way expressly applied to Ire 
land. 

In Davies v. Lynch the question was how far the English 
law as to aliens affected Ireland under the following cit- 
cumstances:—One O’Dogherty, a native of Ireland, and in 
possession of land in Ireland, went to Spain, married a 
Spaniard, and died there intestate. He had, amongst 
other children, two sons, Juan, the elder, and Federico. 
Juan died intestate in his father’s lifetime, leaving ason, 
called Ramon Salvador, who was now one of the claimants 
of the land in question. His right, if any, had accrued more 
than five years before his claim was made, Federico sur- 
vived his father, and on his death devised the land to his 
sister and two nieces, all born in Spain, who also now 
claimed the land. There was also a third claim set up by 
the representatives of some sisters of O’Dogherty, who 
would have been entitled if O’Dogherty had had no issue 
who could inherit. The majority of the Court held that 
the Alien Acts applied to Ireland since the Act of Union, 
as they affected the status of those who were subjects of 
a common sovereign. They held, consequently, that the 
Act of Geo. 3 would have entitled Ramon Salvador to 
the Jand, but that section 4 qualified the status created 
by the first section of the Act, and that as he had not 
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made his claim within five years, he was now barred al- 
together. They then decided that the devisees of 
Federico were entitled to the land. ' ¥ 

Fitzgerald, J., differed from this opinion. He held 
that the Act of Union did not extend the Alien Acts to 
Ireland, but that “its effect was to place the native-born 
subjects of the Crown in the same position of status in 
onecountry as in the other.” And that section 4 of 13 
Geo. 3,¢. 21, did not apply to Ireland at all, as it was not a 
limitation of status itself, but only a limitation of the 
effect of the status. He also suggested a doubt whether 
the Alien Acts apply in any case to devisees. This last 

int was not noticed in the argument of counsel, nor 
in the judgment of the majority of the Court. 

It is to hoped that this case may go to the Court of 
Appeal. It is most unsatisfactory that there should be 





somuch doubt as to the status of descendants of native- 
porn subjects, and it is rather surprising to find that the ; 
law on this subject in Ireland may possibly differ very 
much from that which is in force in England. 





INTERROGATORIES TENDING TO CRIMINATE. 
McFadzen v. The Mayor and Corporation of Liverpool. 
Ex.,16 W. R. 1212. 

The 51st section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854, allows either the plaintiff or the defendant by 
order of a judge to administer interrogatories in writing 
to the opposite party “as to any matter upon which 
discovery may be sought,’ and to require such opposite 
party to answer such interrogatories. There are certain 
kinds of interrogatories, as for instance such as relate 
exclusively to the case of the other side, or are merely of 
a fishing character, which may be successfully objected 
to before the judge whose order is sought; and the Courts 
have besides a general discretion as to allowing or dis- 
allowing interrogatories. One of the grounds on which 
interrogatories have frequently been opposed is that an 
answer to them would tend to criminate the party in- 
terrogated, or to expose him to penalties or a forfeiture, 
There is some conflict amongst the authorities as to whether 
objection on this ground ought to be made to the in- 
terrogatories themselves, or whether it ought not to be 
left until the time for answering arrives. 

In Tupling v. Ward (9 W. R. 482) and Baker v. Lane (13 
W. R. 293) it was held that interrogatories tending to cri- 
minate might be objected to,and that the party interrogated 
was not bound to wait uniil he was required to answer. 
In the latter case, however, as explained by Pollock, C.B., 
in Bickford v. Darcy (14 W. R. 900) the true ground of 
the decision seems to have been that the Court thought 
that the interrogatories were not bond fide. In Bartlett 
v. Lewis (81 L. J. C. P. 230) Osborn v. London Dock 
Company (10 Ex. 698) and Simpson v. Carter (6H. & N, 
751), it was held that even if a party were privileged 
from answering, he had yet no right to object to ques- 
tions being put to him. The weight of authority, 
therefore, is in favour of the principle followed 
in the last citedcases, MePudzen vy. The Mayor Se. 
of Liverpool has also been decided in accordance with 
this view of the Jaw. There the plaintiff sought to ad- 
minister interrogatories to an officer of the defendants. The 
defendants objected to the interrogatories, on the ground 
that they were directed to a matter which might subject 
that officer to a criminal prosecution. It was held, Mar- 
tin, B., dissenting, that the objection could not be taken 
until the time for answering arrived. Bramwell, B., 
says, “I do not think we ought to refuse to allow a ques- 
tion to be put merely because the counsel on the 
other side may say that it is a question that the 
person who is interrogated may refuse to answer. I 
think, therefore, that unless we see the question to be 
clearly objectionable, we ought to allow it to be put, 
and let the objection be made when the party interro- 
gated comes to answer the question.” There is little 
doubt that this is the view that the Courts will now 








take of such cases as these, and it is clear that if the 





object of the interrogatories is to ascertain the truth, 
it is better that any objections on the ground of a tem- 
dency to criminate should be made on the oath of the 
party than in the argument of his counsel. 





LIABILITY OF ADMINISTRATOR OF DECEASED RECTOR 
FOR WASTE. 
Ross v. Adcock, C.P., 16 W. R. 1193. 

This was a somewhat unusual action brought by an 
incumbent of a rectory against the administrator of his 
immediate predecessor for compensation for waste done 
to the glebe during the incumbency of his immediate 
and four previous predecessors. The waste was the 
taking of gravel from the glebe land. The gravel had 
been taken by the parish under a mistake as to boua- 
daries. The parish first commenced taking the gravel 
shortly after 1795. The gravel was dug during the sue- 
sessive incumbencies of five rectors, and the mistake 
was first found out after the plaintiff’s induction to the 
living. None of the successive incumbents were aware 
that the gravel wasbeing taken from the glebe. There were 
two questions raised by this action—first, whether the 
defendant was liable at all for the gravel taken in the 
lifetime of the deceased incumbent, whose administrator 
he was; secondly, whether he could be liable for such 
waste or for any waste committed by previous incum- 
bents, 

The Court held that the defendant was not liable at 
all, as the waste was not of such a kind as could be the 
subject of an action. The Court say that “it is plain, 
from ancient authorities, that the mischief to be reme- 
died ” by an action of this sort “was the dilapidation of 
houses and buildings, and the remedy was the enforced 
expenditure by the offending incumbent, if still living, 
of as much as would put the buildings into repair”; af 
the incumbent were not alive, then his executor or ad- 
ministrator was liable in his place. The Court having 
decided the first question in the defendant’s favour— 
viz., that the defendant was not liable for the waste 
during the life of the last incumbent, it followed that 
he could not be liable for the waste of preceding in- 
cumbents. But whether the administrator of an incum- 
bent can ever be liable for waste committed by several 
preceding incumbents was not decided. 








LAWYERS RETURNED TO THE NEW 
PARLIAMENT. 
The following names are in addition to the list we pub- 
lished last week :-— 


Monmouthshire...........006 G. Osborne Morgan. 
Glasgow and Aberdeen Univ.. J. Moncrieff (Lord Advocate). 
Inverness Burghs..........++ ZEneas Mackintosh. 

Wick Burghs ...c.ecseeseee G. Lock (English Bar). 








REVIEW. 


Ste phen’s Commentaries. Edited by James Sternen, LL.D. 
Sixth edition. London: Butterworths. 1868. 

This new edition of the well-known “Stephen's Black- 
stone,” deserves a cordial welcome, for few years have been 
more eventful in legislation than those which have passed 
since the publication of the fifth edition. In matters 

urely professional as well as in those of general public 
interest there have been vast, and, we may hope, salutary 
changes. Old things, indeed, are not entirely passed away. 
The law of bankruptcy, for example, still awaits consolida- 
tion ; the administration of justice still remains in a transi- 
tion state ; the promised fusion of law and equity, regarded 
by some as a panacea for every evil, and by others as a pre- 
ventive of all good, has not made much progress, except in 
the humble sphere of the county court. Yet ae 
much remains undone, some good things, in general legis 
tion at all events, have been accomplished. Long standi 
subjects of political controversy have been cleared out 
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the way. The representation of the people has been placed 
on a new basis. The jurisdiction over election petitions 
has been transferred from the House of Commons to the 
common law judges. The criminal law has been extended 
to embrace those subtler schemes of fraud, to which un- 
scrupulous men are tempted by the opportunities offered 
them by a complicated system of civilisation. Altogether 
we may look back with some complacency and pride on our 
recent legislative progress. We are as yet far from a legal 
millennium, but in general fairness, good, sense, and hu- 
manity of our laws have made good progress. 

It was not always so. When Blackstone wrote the 
famous Commentaries which form the basis of the 
work we have now under our notice, English law 
was in many of its departments shocking, both to 
equity and humanity. “ Legal fictions” were, in his day, 
in full vigour, but they had ceased to afford adequate 
relief. John Doe and Richard Roe, who had done good 
service in the infancy of society, were now become worse 
than useless. Fines and recoveries, sufficiently cumbrous in 
their origin, had been so overlaid by a long series of un- 
meaning formalities, as to furnish obstacles instead of aids 
to the free transfer of property. These devices, and others 
like them, which had originally been contrived to mitizate 
the evils of “strict law,” now only aggravated them ; and 
thus it happened that the eighteenth century, although the 
era of our greatest lawyers, was not an era of wise laws. 
The doctrines of equity were, with the illustrious excep- 
tion of Mansfield, shunned on the common law side of 
Westminster Hall, and half a century was to elapse before 
the persistent efforts of Bentham aroused Sir Samuel 
Romilly and his fellow reformers into activity. Yet this 
very period, the period when “fictions” had lost their 
power, and when neither equity nor statute law furnished 
an adequate equivalent, was regarded by professional men 
even of the largest and most enlightened mind with en- 
thusiastic admiration. Such is the effect of habit on the 
most exalted intellects. Even the Duke of Wellington, 
with an affectionate regret for “Brown Bess,” looked 
coldly on modern improvements in artillery ; and so also 
men like Holt, and Kenyon, and Ellenborough, extolled as 
the perfection of reason a system of law which on dispas- 
sionate investigation is proved to have been disfigured not 
only by absurdity, but cruelty. Blackstone himself places 
the golden age of English jurisprudence in the year 1679, 
and certainly a contrast between that year and 1779 would 
be to the advantage of the former. For in the interval 
society had advanced, but law had stood still. 

Passing from the consideration of technicalities which, 
until a time within living memory, made our common law 
procedure a reproach to English jurists, let us for a 
‘moment recall the sort of principles on which criminal 
justice was administered in this country a hundred 
years since, with scarcely a single remonstrance from 
iayman or lawyer. In the first place, our readers, belor.ging 
as they do toa community sensitively averse to the infliction 
of capital punishment even for the most serious crimes, will 
learn not without a shudder that in Blackstone’s time one 
hundred and sixty offences were felonies without benefit 
of clergy ; in other words were punishable with death. The 
black catalogue is to be found in Ruffhead’s Statutes, 
Index, tit. Felony. There was no such thing in those days 
as “yenial” sin. For each and all, for the traitor, the 
murderer, the footpad, the sheep stealer, the forger, the 
shoplifter, the gallows were erected with a dreadful impar- 
tiality. Blackstone, although he shared, generally speaking, 
the admiration with which his professional brethren 
regarded the law, admitted that the frequency with which 
7 ee was inflicted could not be justified. 
“The injured through compassion will often forbear to 
prosecute: juries through compassion will sometimes forget 
their oaths, and either acquit the guilty or mitigate the 
nature of the offence; and judges through compassion will 
respite one half of the convicts, and recommend them to the 
royal mercy. Among so many chances of escaping the 
needy or hardened offender overlooks the multitude that 
suffer ; he boldly engages in some desperate attempt to 
relieve hig wants or supply his vices, and if unexpected] 
the hand of justice overtakes him, he deems himself 
peculiarly unfortunate in falling at last a sacrifice to those 
laws which long impunity had taught him to contemn,” 
But not only was our criminal code barbarous in principle ; 
it was crue] although uncertain in practice. The prisoner 
was not allowed counsel except on, matters of law; his 


a 
witnesses were not permitted to deliver their evidence 

the sanction of an oath, the consequence of which, of co 
was that the jury gave less credit to them than to thoge 
produced by the Crown; he was not permitted, as of right, 
to have either a copy of the indictment or a list of the 
witnesses against him. In short, almost every conceivabls 
impedimeut wassthrown in the way of his making 4 
successful defence on the merits. Yet at the same time he 
had an excellent chance of going scot free on some technica} 
ground, such as the mispelling of a name in the indictment 
or a trifling misdescreption of the offence with which he 
was charged. Indeed, if it had not been for the chances of 
escape afforded by the strictness of the rules of proced 
and by the merciful dishonesty of jurors and judges to which 
Blackstone refers, the severity of the law would have been 
absolutely intolerable. 

We have not dwelt on the absurdities and imperfections 

of the law, both civil and criminal, during the eighteenth 
century with any view of unduly depreciating the great 
magistrates and jurists of that time. It is very easy for us 
who live in the enjoyment of the fruits of the labours of men 
like Romilly and Brougham, to look back with a patronizing 
air ofcompassion on the darkness of an earlier age. No 
doubt we all stand, collectively, ona higher level of en- 
lightenment than our forefathers. But it is at least debate. 
able whether, individually, our greatest lawyers are even 
equal to theirs. Mansfield, Hardwicke, Blackstone, Ellen. 
borough, had an intellectual stature which assuredly no 
living judge can surpass. They were not, it is true, ardent 
practical reformers, but no one will question their com- 
manding genius and eminent judicial qualities. That they 
made a bad system tolerable is a credit to their ability and 
fairness. It is our happiness to live ina day when the gene- 
ral improvement in the law has rendered the character of 
this or that particular judge a matter of less importance 
than it once was. The judge must be incompetent or un. 
conscientious indeed, who, with the wide powers of 
amendment which he now enjoys, fails to do substantial 
justice. 
. We have not left much space to call attention to the 
new matter contained in this sixth edition of Serjeant 
Stephen’s work, but we must select one or two instances to 
exhibit the learned editor’s accuracy and care. Thus, the 
part of the work relating to county courts has required to 
be almost re-written (see vol. 3, pp. 399 to 408). The his- 
tory of their origin has been wisely retained, and furnishes 
a good introduction to a concise summary of the provisions 
of the County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act, 1865 (28 
& 29 Vict. c. 99), and of the County Court Act, 1867 (30 & 
31 Vict. c. 142). Dr. Stephen very properly does not at- 
tempt in the text to go into minute detail with regard to 
matters unconnected with the main object of these Courts— 
viz., the recovery of small debts and demands, but over 
which they have what we may call only an “accidental” 
jurisdiction. Even as to these, however, he does not leave 
the reader entirely uninformed, for in a note (vol. 3, p. 607) 
he has collected together all the enactments (no less than 
eighteen in number) conferring miscellaneous powers on the 
county court judges. 

Take, again, the chapter on the “ Parliament”’ (vol. 2, p. 
342), where Dr. Stephen's labours have, in consequence of 
recent legislation, been rather those of an author than an 
editor. The skill with which the new matter is incorporated 
with the old is particularly remarkable in this part of the 
work. For example, the section on corrupt practices (vol. 
3, p. 402) commences with a morsel of Blackstone himself. 
Then follow the provisions with regard to bribery or cor- 
rupt payment of rates contained respectively in the Act of 
1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 102) and the Act of 1867 (30 & 31 
Vict. c. 102); and the subject is concluded by a full account 
of the form and manner of proceeding on an election peti- 
tion under the Parliamentary Elections Act, 1568 (31 & 32 
Vict. ¢. 125). Yet, in spite of the incongruity of the mate- 
rials, and the threefold authorship of Blackstone, Serjeant 
Stephen, and the present editor, the result is perfectly 
homogenous and satisfactory. Another signal example 0 
successful editing is the part of volume 2 entitled “ Title by 
Bankruptcy ” (pp. 147—195). Indeed the “ noting-up 
appeare to - been done throughout with much ingenuity 
and industry, and the alterations, great and small, to have 
been made with excellent judgment. We have no doubt 
that the book will, in this its most recent shape, retain all 
its original popularity. Of the “old wino’’ of Blackstone 
there is, of course, less and less in each succossive edition. 
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But in this instance the old wine seems none the worse for 

«a put into new bottles. We very sincerely recommend 
this standard text-book to all members of the profession. 
To the student it is simply invaluable, but it is also a useful 
companion to the most experienced lawyer. 





tridge & Cooper's Octavo Diary for 1869. London: Par- 
clita tridge & Cooper, Chancery-lane. 


This is a very useful diary, and at a moderate price—viz., 
3g. 6d. The diary portion is arranged two days upon each 
, and contains the usual reminders of the beginnings 
ee endings of the law and university terms, dividend days, 
fire insurance expiration, and so forth. In addition to this, 
each day marks the number of days already expired in 
the year, and the number yet to come. There is the usual 
calendar, table of public holidays, fixed and moveable 
festivals, &c., and about forty pages containing a well-chosen 
mass of information about stamps and succession duties, 
army and navy agents, customs, law officers, the House of 
Peers, postage rates, county courts, and many other sub- 
jects of miscellaneous information very convenient to 
ve ready to hand in adiary. Since the volume was 
printed the list of her Majesty’s Ministry and law officers 
has, of course, become a thing of the past. The pub- 
lishers announce that the new Parliament list will, on ap- 
plication by purchasers, be furnished gratis in the form of 
an addendum to thediary. It would be well, we think, to 
include the new ministerial and legal appointments, the 
change of Ministry having occurred so awkwardly for the 
publishers of diaries. We repeat that this will be found a 


very useful diary. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
STATEMENT OF THE Numper or Causes, Peritions, «c., 
disposed of in Court in the fortnight ending Thursday, 
December 10, 1868. 
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COUNTY COURTS. 
LAMBETH. 
(Before J. Prrr Taytor, Esq., Judge). 
Dec. 1.— Knight v. Birch. 

Where an innkeeper sues for the price of dinners supplied, 
allitems for beer must, in consequence of 30 & 31Vict.c. 142, 
8.4, be taxed off, though charges for wine may remain. 

The plaintiff, a hotel keeper at Camberwell, claimed 
$3 2s. 8d., a balance of account for sundry dinners supplied 
to the defendant, and for money lent. The defendant did 
not appear. 

The particulars of demand set forth the various dates 
_ which the dinners had been supplied, and on each a 
glass of ale was one of the accompaniments. On one 
Occasion some curacoa, and on other occasions sundry 
“grogs’”’ had tollowed. 

r. Pirr Taytor pointed out that according to the new 
Act all the items for ale must come off, although the curagoa 
must be paid for. It seemed very absurd, but that was the 
effect of the Act. ‘I'o make sure, hotel keepers would have 
to take the money for ale beforehand. 

Plaintiff!—It does seem absurd. If you honoured me 
with a visit—and Ishould be happy to see you; sir—you would 
think it.very strango if I were to ask you to pay ior a glass 
ofale before I could supply it. 

Mr. Pirr Taytor.—No doubt I should, and I daresay 
the Legislature did not intend to make it necessary that you 
should do so, but here is what they have said in the 4th 
section of the last Connty Court Act—‘ No action shall 
henceforth be brought or be maintainable in any court to 
Tecover any debt or sum of money alleged to be duo in 
respect of the sale of any ale, porter, beer, cyder, or perry 
which, after the commencement of this Act, was consumed in 











the premises where sold or supplied.’’ You see it is quite clear. 
All these twopences must come off. 
Some eight or ten twopences were then “taxed off,” and 


judgment given for the residue. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rozert Asuton, of Wigan, Lancaster, has been ap- 
pointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the acknow- 
ledgments of deeds by married women in and for the county 
of Lancaster. 

Mr. Gzorce Tuomas Conpy, of Battersea, Surrey, has 
been appointed a London Commissioner to administer oaths 
in Chancery. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA. 
Court or Arpeats, New York. 
Worrall v. Munn. 

Specific performance of agreement to sell land— Waste by defen- 
dant—Measure of damages for non-completion and for 
waste—Interest on damages. 

Cross appeals. 

The plaintiff, in 1844, filed his bill in chancery to compel 
the specific performance of an agreement for the sale and 
conveyance to him of certain land in the county of Rockland. 
The agreement was made by one Prall, who after the mak- 
ing of the agreement, and prior to the filing of the bill, 
had conveyed the land to the defendant Munn—the latter 
having knowledge of the prior agreement. 

In 1846 a decree was made requiring the defendant to 
convey to the plaintiff, requiring the plaintiff to pay the 
purchase price to Prall, with interest from the date of the 
agreement, and further directing that it be referred toa 
master “ to ascertain and compute the amount of damages 
which the complainant has sustained by reason of his having 
been kept out of possession of said premises, and by reason of the 
waste committed by the said defendant David Munn.” 

The reference to ascertain damages then proceeded, and 
in 1860 it was reported that the amount of the damages 
sustained by the plaintiff by reason of having been kept 
out of possession from 1843 to 1859, inclusive, was 
6,839.76 dols., and by reason of waste committed, viz., in 
the years 1844, 1845, 1846, and 1847, 10,786.77 dols. 

The former amount being ascertained by finding the sum 

for which the premises could have been rented, with the 
privilege of digging clay and sand and manufacturing brick 
thereon, and allowing to the plaintiff the interest on those 
rents to the date of the report, as damages for the detention 
—on the ground that, as the privilege of so using the 
materials for brick-making would, if exercised, have con- 
sumed them, and as the detention which prevented such 
use had atthe same time preserved to the plaintiff the same 
materials, to be in the future made productive, the injury to 
the plaintiff, or effect of the detention, was a mere inability 
to realize the productive value of the premises (by consum- 
ing them) at so early a day as would have been practicable 
if the contract of sale had been performed according to its 
terms. . 
Upon this report it was held by the Supreme Court, that 
the damages for the detention of the premises were not com- 
puted upon the proper rule, and those damages were 
directed to be computed by allowing to the plaintiff—not 
interest on what he might have realized by selling the pre- 
mises for brick-making, and so by consuming the materials, 
but interest on the purchase-money itself, the interest upon 
which had presumptively been a total loss to the purchaser, 
so long as he was deprived of the use of that which the 
agreement of sale treated as of equal value, viz., the land 
sold. 

In 1863, this judgment of the Supreme Court was reversed 
upon two grounds : 

First, that the rule adopted for ascertaining the plaintiff's 
damages for being deprived of the possession was erroneous 
in this, that the only damages allowable were the fair value 
of the promises for use and occupation for purposes not in- 
volving the destruction or consumption of the premises 
themselves, or of that wherein their value for brick-making 
consisted ; and 

Second, that the plaintiff was not, under the decree, 
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entitled to damages, either for detention or for waste, after 
the date of the decree of 1846, especially as the judgment 
was joint against the defendant Prall as well as Munn, and 
it appeared that Prall, immediately after that decree, 
executed a deed, as thereby required, and he ought not, 
after that time, to be held liable for Munn’s separate indivi- 
dual acts. 

A further reference was ordered to compute the damages 
on the basis of the last decision, and such reference being 
had, the referee reported, as damages for the loss of 
the possession of the premises for two years prior to the 
date of the claim (1846), fifty dollars per- year, that being 
the value of the use of the premises “for agricultural 





IN ons ssiansinnsten'-chussbins ounce veseeen ws...-..Dols. 100 00 
Interest thereon for twenty years .............sseeeseeees 140 00 
Dols. 240 00 


Damages committed by the defendant Munn in 
1844 and 1845 (interest being allowed on the 
value of the materials and timber carried off the 
PFEMIGCS) ..0s00ce000 sinisales baeuine gies weeiseuienoiceniens Dols. 5,550 13 


| | ROR nO ea ieee ners: Dols. 5,790 13 
and, for the same, judgment for the plaintiff was entered, 
and affirmed in the Supreme Court. 

Both the plaintiff and the defendant Munn now appeal to 
this court. 

Meantime, Prall having died, the plaintiff and the 
representatives of Prall made such an arrangement of the 
interest of the former in the controversy that it is under- 
stood to be conceded that the questions raised on the appeal 
affect the rights of the plaintiff and Munn as between them- 
selves, and that Prall and his representatives are no longer 
interested therein. 

The plaintiff insists that the rule of damages for having 
been kept out of possession is erroneous and inequitable, 
having offered to prove that the premises were bought for 
the purpose of using them in brick-making, and such purpose 
and intention was known at the time to the defendant; and 
also that the damages for such detention, and also for waste 
committed, should have been ascertained and allowed down 
to the date of the report, or to the actual surrender of the 
possession by Munn. 

The defendant, under his appeal, insists that it was 
erroneous to allow interest on the annual value of the 
premises, or on the value of the property taken by Munn 
from the premises in the commission of waste, and that the 
plaintiff was not entitled to recover any damages arising 
after the commencement of the action. 

Wooprtrr, J.—It is not claimed on this appeal that 


that end the vendor will be regarded as trustee of the 
for the benefit of the purchaser, and liable to account to him 
for the rents and profits; and the purchaser will be 

as trustee of the purchase-money, if pot paid, and will 
charged with interest thereon (2 Story’s Eq. Jur. s, 789. 
Fry on Sp. Performance, s. 889, and cases cited). And when 
the vendor is himself in the actual occupation of the pre. 
mises he is charged with the value of the use and occupa. 
tion (Robertson v. Skelton, 12 Beay. 260; Dyer v. Hargray, 
10 Ves. 506). 

But while this is the general rule, it is not inflexible. 4 
court of equity moulds its relief and gives redress accordi 
to the circumstances of cach case. Where the purchaser hag 
always been ready to pay, and has kept his money unappn. 
priated, he is excused from the payment of interest (D, 
Visne v. De Visne, 1 Mac. & G. 352; Regent's Canal Co, y, 
Ware, 5 W. R. 617, 23 Beay. 575) Where part of the pur. 
chase-money has been paid, the Court sought to effect an 
equitable result by charging the vendor not only with the 
rents, but with interest, from. year to year, upon a Corres. 
ponding portion of such rents (Burton v. Todd, 1 Swan. 255 
So where the subject of the purchase was a mill, aud the 
delay of performance arose from the failure of the vendor to 
show good title, he was charged with the expenses of re. 
pairs and of keeping up the mill and machinery until the 
purchaser could properly be required to take possessicn 
(Carrodus v. Sharp, 20 Beay. 56). Some other qualifications 
apt to this case will be presently noticed. It is, however, 
clear that in the endeavour to do equity between the parties 
regard must be had to the special circumstances, wherever 
there are any peculiarities which render the rigid applica. 

tion of any general rule unsatisfactéry. 

It is clear, in my judgment, that it is the endeavour to 
apply this rule to the present case, without any qualifica. 
tion, and to treat the rule of damages as if it had been a 
question at law, and on an assessment in trespass for mesne 
profits, that has involved the question in apparent doubt, 
and wrought to the plaintiff apparent hardship. 

The present case is peculiar in two respects—viz., first, 
the purchase-money, with the interest thereon, was payable 
and was properly decided to be paid to the defendant Prall, 
the original owner and vendor of the premises, who acqui- 
esced in the claim, and executed a deed in obedience to its 
requirements, while the possession was held by the defendant 
Munn ; and, second, the principal value of the lands con- 
sisted in the deposits of clay, adapted by the consumption 
thereof to the manufacture of brick upon the premises. 

Was the referee right, on the first reference in the pre- 
sent case, in inquiring how much the plaintiff might have 
received for the privilege of making brick on the land, 





when a court of cquity sustains a bill filed to compel the 
specific performance of a contract for the conveyance of 
lands, and decrees such conveyance, it is not within the 
proper exercise of its jurisdiction, and according to its 
settled modern practice, to give full and complete relief by 
awarding to the plaintiff not only the c.nveyance to which 
he is entitled, but also the damages which the defendant 
has caused by his culpable refusal and delay in the per- 
formance of his contract. These may be ascertained by the 
Court in any mode which its discretion approves. 

The Court might procecd directly with the inquiry, or 
refer it to a master, or order an issue quantum damnificatus, 
as seemed most snitable (Story’s Eq. Jur. ss. 793—799), and 
will ever prohibit the plaintiff from proceeding in another 
Court to collect his damages (Prothero v. Phelps, 4 W. QR. 
189; Reynolds v. Nelson, 6 Mad. 18; Frank v. Basnett, 2 
Mylne & Keen, 618). 

The questions raised on this appeal are :— 

Ist. What is the rule of damages for the delay, the 
vendor being in the possession of the lands? 

2nd. Is the vendor liable for deterioration arising from 
wilful waste committed by himself ? 

3rd. To what time shall the damages be allowed ? 

4th. Shall the vendor be charged with interest on the 
damages as they arise until final judgment ? 

First, what is the rule of damages for the delay in the 
conveyance of the premises to the plaintiff, or, in the lan- 
guage of the decree, the damages sustained by reason of 
being kept out of the possession ? 

The general rule on this subject, as laid down by the 
elementary writers, and in the adjudged cases, is, that the 
Court of Equity will, #o far as possible, place the partics 
in the same situation as they would have been if the con- 
tract had been performed according to its terms; and to 


thereby exhausting the bed of clay, which, in fact, now 
remains to him to be worked, presumptively with equal 
benefit, and thereupon allowing to the plaintiff interest on 
such possible receipts, from year to year, as damages for the 
delay ? 

This mode of estimating his damages procceded upon the 
ground, not that the plaintiff lost the clay-beds (which con- 
stituted the chief value of the land), but that he lost the op- 
portunity of converting them into money so soon as he 
might perhaps have done if he had obtained the possession 
when he was entitled thereto. 

[ find no warrant for any such speculative rule or measure 
of damages ; no case is cited to us, and I think it may be 


| safely averred that no case can be found in which such a 


rule was adopted. 

No analogy can be found in any rule of assessment of 
damages at law. 

The rule, then, is the value of the use, not the profits of 
the consumption of the property detained, when, in fact, the 
entire property is restored to the plaintiff's possession. 
Truc, witnesses may testify that the premises would have 
supplied a given number of brick kilns; that they would 
have annually made a stated number of bricks, and that the 
privilege of making so many bricks would be worth a sum 
mentioned; and may add an opinion that persons could 
have been found to pay an annual sum named for the privi- 
lege. tut it is quite obvious that such evidence is, in its 


very nature, conjectural, and lacks that clement of cortainty 
' which ought to determine the extent of liability. 


Neither does any rule suggested by cases in equity, or by 
writers of authority, authorise this mode of measuring dam- 
ages. Invariably, so far as T have been able to discover, 
when (Joss of the vse of the land itselfhas been made the con- 
clusion or tewt of the plaintiff’s damages, it is the value of the 
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— . . 
use, and not the profits of its exhaustion of whatever it con- 
tains of value, that furnishes the rule. 

But, on the other hand (as in part already suggested), is 

e value of the use the only rule or measure of damages ? 
The value of the use of the land in any mode not involving 
its consumption is nothing, or at most only very trifling. If 
it were a ledge of sterile rocks, of no value but for its mine, 
and yet of very large value for the privilege of exhausting 
the mine of all that made it valuable, such use, apart from 
the privilege of mining, would be literally nothing. 

If, thea, the plaintiff is not entitled to recover damages 
computed upon the basis of profits anticipated from con- 
suming the clay and sand upon the premises, or letting to 
others that privilege, and, on the other hand, the use of the 
Jand for any other purpose would furnish no real indemnity, 
igthere any recognised equitable rule or measure by which 
injustice can be prevented ? 

To this I answer, although he may not be compensated 
for the profits or gains which possibly he might kave realized 
by converting the land or its deposits into money at an 
earlier day, he may be protected against actual loss. If 
this be done, the result ought to be satisfactory, and more 
than this would be to impose a penalty upon the defendant 
(who has certainly not realized profits by the detention), 
which a court of equity will not do beyond what indemnity 
to the plaintiff requires. 

The subject of the sale was peculiar. It has little value 
for any annual use that does not involve the consumption 
of that which gives it value. The plaintiff offered to prove 
that he purchased for the express purpose of devoting “ it 
to the making of brick, and so converting its contents into 
mouey.” 

ie. suppose the plaintiff, although he had contracted to 
pay therefor a large sum, had in fact paid no part of the 
purchase-money, and he was now to be put in possession 
and permitted to carry into effect the purpose for which he 
bought the property. 

He would be completely indemnified against loss by 
relieving him from the payment of interest. 

True, he would fail to realize, at so early a day as he 
anticipated, the profits of his bargain, but he has now that 
chance of profits, and meantime he has had the use of the 

urchase-money. 

In short, the general rule which allows to the vendor the 
interest, and to the purchaser the rents and profits, failing 
to apply, because, from the character of the land, there are 
no rents and profits, or an amount grossly inadequate to a 
just indemnity, the purchaser is equitably entitled to be in- 
demnified, if any definite and certain mode can be found by 
which to ascertain it. 

Relief from the payment of the interest is in such case 
palpably the most obvious, as it is the most equitable mode 
of doing so,—for otherwise the vendor is permitted to profit 
by his own wrong, and the purchaser compelled to submit 
to a certain loss. 

This is no novel suggestion, nor a new mode of doing 
equity in such case, but is one of the recognised exceptions 
to the general rule on the subject. Thus, in Esdaile v. 
Stephenson (1 Sim. & Stu. 122), it is said by Sir John Leach, 
Vice-Chancellor: “If the interest is much more than the 
rents, and it is clearly made out that the delay in completing 
the contract was occasioned by the vendor, then, to give 
effect to the general rule, would be to enable the vendor to 
profit by his own wrong; and the Court, therefore, gives 
the vendor no interest, but leaves him in possession of the 
interim rents and profits.”’ 

This principle was acted upon by him in Monk vy. Huskis- 
son (reported in a note, 4 Russ, 121). And in Jones v. Mudd 
(4 Russ. 118) the question came distinctly before the 
Lord-Chancelior, and he affirmed the views of the Vice- 
Chancellor in the case above referred to. To the like 
effect is Paton v. Rogers (6 Mad. 256), before the same Vice- 
Chancellor. 

And in Burton vy. Todd, above cited, Lord Eldon, in a 
case in which the ordinary rents and profits could alone be 
regarded as in the contemplation of the purchaser as an in- 
ducement to the purchase, showed the inapplicability 
of the gonoral rule, whero the purchaser had paid a portion 
of the purchaso-money, and provided indomnity to him by 
charging the vendor with the interest upon a corresponding 
portion of the rents and profits. 

The principle of these cases furnishes a clear and precise 
guide to the true oquity betwoen the present parties, If 
the monoy was in the hands of the plaintiff, to be paid over 
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to the defendant, he would not be chargeable with interest. 
The use of the money during the time that he has been kept 
out of possession by the defendant would have been enjoyed 
by him, and the defendant would have left to him the rents 
and profits, or the use and occupation, while thus wrong- 
fully retaining the possession. But it is one of the peculi- 
arities of this case that the purchase-money and interest 
were due to the defendant Prall, and have been paid, while 
the defendant Munn is in possession, and during the period 
of the litigation, down to 1859, at least, has left the plain- 
tiff out of possession. 

The plaintiff has lost the interest on the purchase-money, 
and the nature of the property is such that there can be no 
measure of damages founded on the rents and profits, or the 
value of the use of the premises, which furnishes any indem- 
nity. 

Within the principle of the cases referred to, and, as I 
think, in most just conformity to reason and equity, the 
defendant should be charged with the amount of the in- 
terest, as damages, down to the time when the plaintiff was 
let into possession. 

Second. That in order to avoid multiplicity of suits, it 
was proper to decree compensation for waste committed 
by the appellant, does not appear to be questioned. 

To proceed with the cause to the rendering of full and 
complete justice between the parties, and, if possible, put 
an end to the litigation, is the familiar practice of the 
Court (Story’s Eq. Jur. ss. 794-799, and cases above re- 
ferred to. 

Third. To what time ought the damages to be com- 
puted and allowed ? 

I. To the damages for keeping the plaintiff out of pos- 
session. I have no hesitation on this point. They should 
be allowed down to the time when the defendant surrenders 
possession ; or, if he be in possession at the time of the 
assessment, then to the time of making the allowance. 

In this case the Supreme Court have deemed it proper to 
allow the computation by the referee down to the date of 
the interlocutory decree only. Ido not perceive any just 
reason for this. It was certainly not intended to furnish the 
defendant with a premium for protracting the litigation, con- 
cerning the damages, through many years. If it was proper 
to allow the damages accruing after the commencement. of 
the suit, it was proper to allow them down te the time when 
they were assessed. This is true, even at law, in those 
cases in which damages arising after suit brought may be 
taken into view. The time of the assessment will be the 
time to which they are allowed. No reason can be assigned 
for not thus allowing to the purchaser. 

No reason can be assigned by being kept out of posses- 
sion, when, according to the general rule above stated, he 
is bound to pay interest on the purchase-money down to the 
final decree and its actual execution. 

II. As to the damages for waste committed pendente 
lite. They also have been allowed down to the interlocutory 
decree. Why not then down to the time of the assessment ? 
The suggestion that they are not within any issue between 
the parties begs the question, and assumes that sach 
damages are not within the exercise of the jurisdiction of 
the Court in such cases, which is the very question. Ifit 
is according to the practice of a Court of Equity, and is 
reasonable and just, that a defendant so unlawfully with- 
holding possession and committing waste, shall be compelled, 
not only to convey, but pay all damages down to the time 
he surrendered the possession, then those damages are 
within the proper range of inquiry, and he is for that 
reason perfectly apprised, from the moment a bill is filed, 
that for those damages he can be required to respond in that 
suit. ; 

The commission of waste does not, in respect to this 
particular question, differ from any bad management and 
deterioration thence ensuing, of which an example is found 
in Ferguson v. Tadman and Ruek v. Tadmen (1 Sim. 530), 
where the amount was ascertained down to the time when 

the purchaser was let into possession, and was allowed to 
him. ‘This period was very nearly the precise period dur- 
ing which the suit was pending. So also, in Soefe v. Deacon 
(3 Mad. 394), by the agreement made in October, 1818, 
the purchasor was to have the rents and profits from 
Michaelmas following; the vendor, however, remained in 
possession, and in 1818 a decree was obtained for a specific 
performance, and, on motion, it was referred to a master 
to inquire what allowance should be made for deterioration, 
The Vice-Chancellor says: * If there had been wilful waste 
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by the vendor, I should have had no hesitation in making 
him answer for the same . . .; but it is waste occa- 
sioned by negligence.” He then shows the liability of the 
vendor, as the delay was by his fault, and his liability for 
the negligence of his tenant, and referred it to a master to 
inquire into the amount of deterioration by unhusbandlike 
conduct and mismanagement to be allowed to the purchaser. 

The case of Nelson v. Bridges, 2 Beav. 239, is also en- 
tirely in point to the rule that the Court will in the same 
suit give compensation where the vendor has, pendente lite, 
abstracted stone or minerals which formed a prominent part 
of the value of the lands sold. 

In the present case the subject was before the Court at 
the first hearing. The decree awarded compensation in 
damages for the waste. There was no ground whatever 
for stopping the enquiry at that date: The cases above 
reported show that the plaintiff is entitled to be allowed 
for all damages down to the time when he is let into pos- 
session. 

III. The remaining question is, shall the vendor be 
charged with interest upon the damages ? 

This question must also be considered in reference to the 
nature and ground of the damages awarded. 

1st. The damages caused by the mere fact that the plain- 
tiff has been kept out of possession. These damages are a 
substitute for the rents and profits which the purchaser was 
entitled to receive and enjoy. Now, if this case had not 
been peculiar in the particulars above adverted to, and the 


decree was therefore that the defendant account for and pay | 


over the rents and profits received by him, it would, I think, 
hardly be doubted that the vendor should be charged with 
interest, Surely a court of equity should not be less 
just in this respect than a court of law; and in 
Jackson v. Wood (24 Wend. 448) it was held that 
in ascertaining the mesne profits to be allowed to a 
plaintiff in ejectment, the plaintiff was not only entitled to 
interest, but the premises being situated in the city of New 
York, where rents are payable at quarter-days, it was pro- 
per to compute the interest upon the rents from each usual 
quarter-day to the time of the assessment. 

Now, itis not material to this question that the measure of 
damages in this case is not rents, but a compensation in lieu 
of rents, viz.,a sum annually equal to the interest on the 
purchase-money paid. This is allowed as damages. It is 
just what the plaintiff paid out from year to year. It is al- 
lowed, not as interest, but as annually lost by being kept out 
of possession—allowed, because, from the peculiar circum- 
stances of the case, there is no other equitable and yet safe 
rule of indemnity. 

interest should therefore be allowed from the end of each 
year; not compound interest, but simple interest to the 
date of the report. 

2nd. The damages caused by waste are not within any 
such rule. The actual amount of depreciation caused by the 
waste is to be allowed. But that being allowed, the pur- 
chaser obtains the full value of the premises purchased, and 
all just indemnity. Thus, first, he obtains possession of the 
premises. Second, he obtains an amount equal to the dete- 
rioration. Then place him in the same situation in which 
he would be if the premises had not deteriorated when he 
obtained possession. Then, finally, he has, as further 
damages, what he is deemed to have lost by being kept out 
of such possession. 

The result is, that he would be more than indemnified if he 
was permitted to add interest on the deterioration. He is, 
however, entitled to interest as damages on that deteriora- 
tion from the time when he was let into possession, because, 
at that time, all allowance for damages arising from being 
kept out of possession ceases, and because as to the amount 
of deterioration caused by waste, he can sever be let into 
possession. 

The result is, that for the time the plaintiff was kept 
out of possession, he should be allowed as damages his loss 
—to wit, an annual sun equal to the interest on the pur- 
chase-money. 

He should be allowed the damages sustained by the 
waste committed by the defendant. These amounts should 
be allowed down to the time when the plaintiff was let 
into the possession. Interest should be wes in ascer- 
taining the damages caused by the delay in admitting the 
plaintiff into possession, computed on each annual amount 
from the end of each year down to the time of the asscs- 
ment or report. 

Interest should only be allowed, in estimating the da- 


mages caused by deprivation from waste, from the time 
when the plaintiff was let into possession, and, on the 
gate amount of such depreciation, interest may propery 
allowed down to the time of such assessment or report of g 
referee. 

The judgment must, therefore, be reversed, and, as thiy 
reversal in part sustains the plaintiff's appeal, and in pay 
that of the defendant, it is proper that the reversal shoulj 
be without costs to either party. 

The case should, therefore, be remitted to have the dg. 
mages ascertained in conformity with these views.— Abridge 
from the report of the State reporter in “ New York Daily 
Transcript.” 


Statute of Frauds.—Under the provision of the Statute of 
Frauds—that every special promise to answer for the debt, 
default, or miscarriage of another person, must be in writ. 
ing, and be signed by the party to be charged thereby—the 
principal inquiry raised is, whether the party sought to be 
charged is the principal debtor ; or whether he is liable only 
in case of the default of a third party—that is, whether he 
undertook as principal absolutely, or as surety only.— Walrog 
v. Munson (Wisconsin Reports).—New York Daily Tran. 
script. 

Statute of Limitations.—1. A warrant of attorney under 
seal can confer no authority to enter judgment on an un. 
sealed note of the same date on which the Statute of Limita. 
tions hasrun. 2. The maker of the note is entitled to have 
| a judgment so entered set aside, without showing any other 
defence than that which appears on the face of the instru. 
ment.— Brown v. Weber.—New York Daily Transcript. 








New York Superior Court. 

| Sale of Stock with option.—A contract selling stock to 
be delivered at some date thereafter to be deter. 
mined is an executory contract; dividends declared and 
additional shares issued, when declared and issued, become the 
property of those whoown the stock in respect whereof 
they are declared and issued at the time of said issue and 
declaration; and they are not incorporated in, nor do 
they become a part of, that stock in respect whereof they 
are issued, but are mere profits arising therefrom to the 
then owners thereof; and consequently a purchaser of 
stock, buyer’s or seller's option, has no right to dividends 
or increase accruing thereon before the time of purchase has 

_ been determined.—Currie v. White—New York Daily 

| Transcript. 





New Jersey Court or CHANCERY. 

Ensement—Creation by severance of Estate-—Where the 
owner of lands devised the same in two parcels, one to A. 
| and the other to B., the fact that he was accustomed in his 
lifetime to use an alley upon the lands devised to B. asa 
means of egress from his stabie, upon the land devised to 
A., to the street, will not create an easement in B.’s land in 
favour of A., he being able to construct a way over the 
parcel devised to him, from the stable to the street, and 
such easement, therefore, not being necessary to the benefi- 
cial enjoyment of his land. Discontinuous easements not 
constantly apparent are continued or created by @ severance, 
only where they are necessary, and that necessity cannot be 
obviated by a substitute constructed on or over the domi- 
nant premises.—Felters v. Humphreys (3 C. E. Greene)— 
New York Daily Transcript. 

[Vide Russell v. Harford, 14 W. R. 982.—Ed. S. J.] 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW ASSOCIATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE 
WIDOWS AND FAMILIES OF PROFESSIONAL 
MEN IN THE METROPOLIS AND THE VICINITY. 


A dinner in support of this society took place at the Albion 
on Wednesday. We take the following account from the 
Times :—This benevolent association was founded in the 
year 1817 by attorneys and solicitors residing in the metro- 
polis and its vicinity, its principal object being the grant- 
ing of pecuniary relief to the widows and children or 
other relatives of members who unfortunately die in dis- 
tressed cireumstances. Tho festival in support of the 
charity was held at the Albion, Aldersgate-street, under the 
presidency of Lord Romilly ; and among those present were 
Vice-Chancellor Sir John Stuart, Mr. George Denman, 
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i NELAL RSE SEPIA TD SS 
QC., M.P.; Mr. Joshua Williams, Q.C., Mr. Prideaux, 
Qc; Mr. O'Malley, Q.C.; Mr. Frederick Ouvry, Mr. 
John. Charles Burgoyne, Mr. Francis T. Bircham, Mr. 
Charles Bischoff, Mr. E. F. Burton, and Mr. Boodle 
(secretary). After the customary loyal toasts had been 
disposed of, Mr. O’Malley proposed ‘‘the Health of her 
Majesty’s Judges,” which was responded to by Vice- 
Chancellor Sir John Stuart, Mr. Burgoyne next proposed 
“The Bar,” which toast was acknowledged by Mr. Denman. 
The noble and learned chairman, in proposing “ Prosperity 
tothe Law Institution,” said he did so with the greatest 
Jeasure, because he was convinced that institutions of this 
ind were able to dispense charitable contributions in a 
more satisfactory manner than could be done by persons 
«handing round the plate” in particular cases. From 
what had come to his knowledge he was led to believe 
that this association had done an infinite amount of good. 
One of the advantages which it incidentally conferred was 
the encouragement it gave to free intercommunication be- 
tween the two branches of the profession, which indeed, 
together with the Judicial Bench, formed the great corpora- 
tion of the law in this country. To the joint co-operation of 
these three classes might be attributed in great measure that 
marked respect for the law and that confidence in the im- 
partial and efficient administration of justice which formed 
one of the most striking characteristics of the people of 
this country. His Lordship, in conclusion, made an urgent 
appeal on behalf of the association, and Mr. Burton re- 
turned thanks on behalf of the directors. 

The subscriptions and donations were announced to be 


£580. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Last Tuesday evening at the mecting held at the Law In- 
stitution, Mr. Warmington moved, “ That the opinions of 
Mr. Gladstone, as expressed in his speeches delivered in 
Lancashire, are worthy of support ;’”’ and he was supported in 
the debate by Messrs. Peckham, W. H. Herbert, Austin, 
and Stock. Mr. Lloyd led in the negative, and was followed 
onthe same side by Mr. Gordon. On a division of the 
Society, after a three hours’ discussion, the question was 
decided in the negative by 2 narrow majority. ‘The number 
of members present was thirty-three. We are informed that 
for the future the meetings of this society will commence 
punctually at seven o’clock. 








MR. GRANT DUFF ON LAW REFORM. 

By the courtesy of Mr. Grant Duff we have been favoured 
with a copy of the speech delivered by him at Macduff, on 
the 12th of November, from which, we make the 
following extract :— 

“During the course of the last three weeks I have 
endeavoured to lay my views upon all matters of im- 
mediate political interest as clearly as I could before 
the constituency, but there are still one or two subjects 
which, if they cannot be described as of immediate, are at 
least of great political interest, on which I want to say a 
few words. 

The first of these is law reform, Now, you know 
that considerable changes were effected by an Act of 
this year in our highest Scotch Court, the Court of Session, 
and that a commission has now been appointed to inquire 
what further changes in our system of judicature are 
necessary. From what I can gather, it seems to me that 
the ,persons most competent to form an opinion are by no 
means satisfied with these steps, and that a desire is abroad 
for mucb more decided changes. A symptom of this is the 
foundation of a society in Edinburgh for the amendment 
of the law, under very distinguished auspices, which will, I 
trust, set to work at once in a scientific and practical spirit. 

In England, although the reforming hand has been busy 
in the amendment of the law of late years, there is still a 
great deal to be done. To begin with, the whole system of 
legal education at the Inns of Court is utterly and 
ridiculously inefficient, 30 that foreign lawyers accustomed 
to the elaborate scientific training of Paris and Berlin hold 
up their hands in blank astonishment. As much as fourteen 
years ago a commission, on which some of the most dis- 
tinguished lawyers in the country had seats, utterly con- 
demned the whole existing state of things, and put forth a 
new and excellent plan of their own, but nothing important 
has been effected in the way of reform, because successive 





Home Ministers have been so dreadfully afraid of doing 
anything that might involve them in trouble, that they have 
waited for public opinion to force them to act. Now, thisis 
just the kind of subject on which it is difficult to arouse 
public opinion ; because, although a scientific legal educa- 
tion would soon lead to a vast simplification of the law, and 
be felt by all our pockets, the benefits likely to accrue are 
not sufficiently direct and obvious to catch every eye. 

I cannot, however, teo often repeat that there are few 
reforms that would add more visibly to the comfort of us 
all than a substitution of a code for our present fearfully 
voluminous law libraries; together with the raising up 
through an improved legal education of a race of lawyers, 
accustomed to reason rather from principles than from de- 
cided cases. Assimilation of the laws prevailing in Great 
Britian, north and south of the Tweed, is, of course, a 
mere question of time. So far as commercial law is con- 
cerned, it is rapidly proceeding, and the abolition of 
the law of primogeniture, together with the prohibition 
of settlements extending beyond the life of persons in 
being when the settlement is made, to which we are 
clearly advancing, will obviously, before very long, cause 
such an alteration and simplification of land rights in both 
parts of the country as to permit the two systems being 
fused together. 

That consummation we shall not see, but there are two 
changes in our arrangement which, I sincerely hope, wo 
may see—the creation of a Minister of Law and Justice in 
England, and, in Scotland, such a lightening of the work 
and increase in the pay of our Lord-Advocate as may 
enable him to devote his mind exclusively to public busi- 
ness and to the amendment of the law. 

Nothing is more disheartening than to see the way in 
which law reforms, which are acknowledged by all reason- 

able persons to be necessary, hang fire, because no one 
except a great lawyer and member of the Government can 
deal with them, and the official gentlemen who answer to 
this description are so overwhelmed by the mass of private 
practice, which is poured in upon them, that they can only 
rarely and fitfully give an undivided attention to public 
affairs. We have often had examples of this in Scotland, 
but in England it is far worse. The small amount of law 
reform that the country gets out of its highly-paid Attor- 
ney-General, is only more remarkable than the astonishing, 
the colessal, the almost incredible sums which he hives up 
out of his private practice, to lay wide and deep the founda- 
tions of the peerage to which he usually looks forward as 
the reward of his toils.” 


THE NEW LORD CHANCELLOR. 

The Right Hon. Sir William Page Wood, a Lerd 
Justice of the Court of Appeal in Chancery, has suc- 
ceeded Lord Cairns as Lord Chancellor. The new Lord Chan- 
celler is the second son of the late Alderman Sir Matthew 
Wood, a successful hop merchant and druggist of London, 
who was Lord Mayor in 1815-16, and again in 1816-17, and 
sat as M.P. for the City from 1812 to 1843, being created a 
baronet in 1837. The new Lord Chancellor’s mother was the 
daughter of John Page, Esq., of Woodbridge, Suffolk, and 
be was born in London on the 29th of November, 1801, hav- 
ing, therefore, entered his sixty-eighth year. He received 
his early education at Winchester, whence he proceeded to 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. (24th 
wrangler) in 1824,and M.A. in 1827, and was a fellow of 
that college from 1825 till his marriage in 1830. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn, in November, 1827, and 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1845, when he was elected 
bencher of his Inn. At the general election in July, 1847, 
he was returned to Parliament as M.P. for the city of Oxford, 
and again, at the general election in July, 1852, on 
both occasions without opposition, his colleague being James 
Haughton Langston, Esq. In 1849 he was appointed 
Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, and 
in March, 1851, he was nominated Solicitor-General 
in Lord John Russell's ministry, in succession to Sir Alex- 
ander Cockburn (now Lord Chief Justice), who became 
Attorney-General on Sir John (now Lord) Romilly 
being promoted to the Mastership of the Rolls. He 
continued in office as Solicitor-General till ,February, 
1852, when, on Lord Derby becoming Prime Minister, 
he was succeeded by Sir Fitzroy Kelly. On December 
28 of the same year, however, when Lord Aberdeen 
came into power, he was appointed a Vice-Chancellor 
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—on the promotion of the late Sir George Turner to 
be a Lord Justice of Appeal ; which office he held uninter- 
ruptedly for upwards of fifteen years, being promoted in 
March of the present year to be one of the judges of the 
Court of Appeal in Chancery, on the elevation of Lord 
Cairns, the retiring Lord Chancellor, to the seat on the 
wovlsack, vacated by Lord Chelmsford. Although appointed 
Lord Justice after Sir Charles Selwyn, the latter gracefully 
waived his right to sit, and to deliver judgment as senior 
judge. On becoming Lord Justice, Sir W. Page Wood, 
‘according to usage, was sworn in a member of the 
Privy Council. He was admitted an honorary D.C.L. of 
Oxford in 1851, became an LL.D. of Cambridge in 1866, 
and is a Fellow of the Royal Society and also of the Royal 
Society of Literature. He assumes the title of ‘ Lord 
Hatherley,” from the village in Gloucestershire in which 
his father possessed a residence. He married, in 
January, 1830, Charlotte, daughter of the late Major Ed- 
ward Moor, of Great Bealings, Suffolk, his eldest son by 
whom is Major Henry Evelyn Wood, V.C., of the 17th 
Foot, now on the staff at Aldershot. The Lord Chancellor’s 
elder brother was the late Rev. Sir John Page Wood, 
Bart., Rector of St. Peter's, Cornhill, whose title has de- 
scended to his grandson; and a younger brother was the 
late Western Wood, Esq., one of the members for the 
City of London from 1861 to 1863. 


THE NEW ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Sir Robert Porrett Collier, Q.C., is a son of the late John 
Collier, Esq., of Grimstone (a merchant and shipowner, 
who was M.P. for Plymouth from 1832 to 1841), by Emma, 
fourth daughter of Robert Porrett, Esq., of North Hill 
House, near Plymouth. He was born at Mount Tamar, 
near that port, in 1817, and received his early education at 
Plymouth Grammar School, proceeding subsequently to 
Trmmity College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 
1841. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
January, 1843, and went the Western Circuit. His first 
attempt to enter Parliament was -made in 1841, when he 
unsuccessfully contested Launceston ; but he was returned 
for Plymouth at the general clection of July, 1852, 
for which borough Sir Roundell Palmer had_ been 
elected at the previous general election in 1847. He was 
created a (Queen’s Counsel in 1854, with a patent of precedence, 
and in December, 1859, he received the appointment of 
Judge-Advocate of the Fleet, and Counsel to the Admiralty. 
In October, 1863, on Sir William Atherton resigning the 
office of Attorney-General, Sir Roundell Palmer was 
nominated his successor, and Sir Robert Collier became 
Solicitor-General, when he received the honour of Knight- 
hood. He continued to hold office till the Russell-Glad- 
stone ministry resigned in June, 1866. Sir Robert is the 
author of legal works on the “ Law of Railways ” and the 
“ Law of Mines.” As a legislator, he promoted, in 1853, a 
bill for transferring the testamentary jurisdiction of the 
Ecclesiastical Courts to civil tribunals, in many respects 
the same as that which subsequently passed, establishing 
the Court of Probate. In 1844 he married Isabella, eldest 
daughter of William Rose Rose, Esq., of Eaton-place, Lon- 
don, and of Wolston Heath, near Coventry, by which lady 
he has issue two sons and a daughter. 





THE NEW SOLICITOR-GENERAL. 

Mr. John Duke Coleridge, Q.C., who has accepted the 
office of Solicitor-General in the new administration, is the 
eldest son of the Right Hon. Sir John Taylor Coleridge, 
a judge of the Court of Qucen’s Bench from 1835 
till 1858 (the biographer of Arnold), by Mary, 
second daughter of the Rev. Dr. Albert Buchanan, 
vicar of Northfleet, and rector of Woodmansterne, 
Surrey. Mr. Coleridge was born in 1820, received his 
early education at Eton, and afterwards proceeded to Ox- 
ford, where he was scholar of Ballicl, and fellow of Exeter 
College, graduating B.A. in 1842, and M.A. in 1846. He 
was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in January, 
1846, and went the Western Circuit, also practising at the 
Exeter and Devon Sessions. In 1855 he was appointed Re- 
corder of Portsmouth, and became a Queen’s Counsel, and 
a Bencher of the Middle Temple in 1861. He unsuccess- 
fully contested Exeter in August, 1864, but was returned 
to Parliament as member for that city at the general elec- 
tion in July, 1865. Mr. Coleridge has contributed various 
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papers to the Edinburgh Review, and other periodical, 
and is a vice-president of the Articled Clerks’ Society 
In 1846 he married Jane Fortescue, third daughter of ty 
Rev. George Turner Seymour, of Farringford-hill, Isle o 
Wight. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Last Quotation, Dec, 11, 1868. 
[From the Official List of the actual business transacted.) 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


8 per Cent. Consols, 923 x d Annuities, April, 85 

Ditto for Account, Jan., 925 xd Do, (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

3 per Cent. Reduced, 924 Ex Bills, £1000, per Ct. 12 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do 12 pm 

Do. 34 per Cent., Jan. 794 Ditto, £100 & £200, 12 pm 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 Ct. (last half-year) 243 
Anuuities, Jan. ’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stk., 10} p Ct.Apr.’74, 220 Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.?72 105} 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 tT 
Ditto 5per Cent.,July, ’80 1124 xd) Ditto Debentures, per Cent. 
Ditto for Account, — April, 764 — 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 103 Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. °73 105 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000 10 pa 
Disto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent, 914| Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 10 pm 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shres. | Railways. 





Stock | Bristol and Exeter. 

Stock | Caledonian..........00+0 

Stock | Glasgow and South-West; 

Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stoc 

Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 .......6 
Stock | Great Northern i 
Stock as POGUE assis csccnsccnccasessccssinnssense 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 
Stock | Great Western—Uriginal ........ H 
Stock Do., West Midland—Oxford., 
Stock Do.,do.—Newport 

Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire SE 
Stock |} London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 
Stock | Loidon, Chatham, and Dover, onnee 
Stock | Loadon and North-Western “a 
Stock | Lundon and South-Western wel 
Stock | Manchester, Shetlield, and Lincoln......... 
Stock | Metropolitan.. ae 

Stock | Midland ....... ° 

Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby 

Stock | North British 
North London 
North Staffordshire. 
south Devon ....... 
Stock | South-Kastern 
Stock Do., Leterred 
Stock | Tatt Vale 





seeeeeeees 





Stock | 
stock 
Stock | 





* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





mA Price 
Dividend per 
per annum Names. | Shares. share, 


No. of 
Shares 





coccococ: 


£ 
20 
35 


d. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
015 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 
0 
ols 


| £& 

5 pe & bs} Clerical, Med. & Gen. Life. 100 
40 pe & bs} County... eos oe! «100 
5 pe & bs | Eagle eee eee ove 50 
71 28 6d pe} Equity and Law ... - 100 
il 2s Gd pe} English & Scot, Law Life 50 
5 per cent] Equitable Reversionary..., 105 
5 percent] Do, New... oe ve = 50 
5&3pshb/ Gresham Lite... ow| 20 
5 per cent{ Guardian ... eee wo» 100 

Home & Col. Ass., Limtd. 50 
Imperial Life... wor} | 
Law Fire... eee sve 
Law Life ... ooe ose! 
Law Union oon ose 
Legal & General Life ... 
London & Provincial Law 
North Brit. & Mercantile 
Provident Life oe 
Royal Exchange... 
Sun Fire... ooo 


5000 
4000 
40000 
10000 
20000 
2700 
4600 
5000 
20000 
20000 
7500 
50000 
10000 
100000 
20000 
20000 
40000 


_ 


10 per cent 
6 per cent 
324 pr cent 
1U per cent 
54178 6d pe 
5 per cent 
10 pe & bs 

2500] 124 & bus 
689220} 20 per cent 

— | 64 percent 


NeSeSccecec: 


oc 
c 


S 
Fce 
eccocescecoecso esoococe 














Money Market AnD City INTELLIGENCE. 

The principal event of the week has been somewhat of a 
panic in foreign securities, attributable in the first place, as it 
seems, to the contrivances of speculators, and sustained in 
consequence jof the attitude of the Ottoman and Greek Govern- 
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well as the other markets were ed ; that a constitution may be gradually built up until strong enough to 
ments. The funds as <s resist every tendency to disease. “Hundreds of subtle maladies are 


the panicin the foreign market, and with its m 
on™, pooh. na recovered, but everything is still dull. 








A question involving the liberty of conscience has just been 
decided for the first time in wae f by the Court of Lucca. A 
witness in a criminal case refused to take an oath, on the ground 
that his religion forbade it. For this refusal he was com- 
mitted by the Correctional Tribunal of Pisa. On appeal, how- 
ever, the Lucca Court held that he was justified in the position 
hehad taken up. The Florence Nazione draws attention to the 
ease as one ot importance, and expresses its approval of the 
judgment of the Lucca Court. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
Dec, 3.—By Mr. W. H. Moore. 

Leasehold, 3 houses, Nos. 12, 19, and 20, Georgiana-street, Camden-town, 
jet at £36 per annum each ; term, 72 years unexpired, at £4 each per 
annum—Sold from £400 to £425 each. 

Leasehold house, No. 33a, Cardington street, Hampstead-road, let at 
£45 pec annum; term, 24 years unexpired, free from ground rent— 


Sold for £435. : 
Freehold house, No. 27, Cardington-street, let at £45 per annum—Sold 


£730. 

suniak house, No. 89, Charrington-street, Camden-town, annual 
value £60; term, 81} years from Michaelmas last, at £5 per annum— 
Sold for £695. 

Leasehold house, No. 101, Ossulston-street, Euston-road, let at £40 per 
annum; term, 12 years unexpired, at £3 10s. per annum—Sold for 
£205. 

Leasehold improved ground rent of £7 per annum, for 53 years, arising 
from No. 21, Roberts-mews, Hampstead-road—Sold for £100. 

Leasehold improved ground rents ot £14 10s. per annum, for 804 years, 
arising from No. 1, York-place, York-road, Wandsworth-road—Sold 
for £220. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, Nos. 34 and 35, Rochester-road, Camden-road, 
Camden-town, producing £95 per annum; term, 90 years from 1854, 
at £12 per annum—Sold for £990. 

Leasehold house and shop, No. 4, Aberdeen-place, Stoke Newington, let 
at £55 per annum; term, 50 years from 1863, at £10 per annum—Sold 


for £450. 
Dec. 4.—By Messrs, Witxinson & Horne. 
Leasehold premises, No. 79, Lombard-street, City ; term, 80 years from 
1854, at £200 per annum—Sold for £13,500. 
Leasehold premises, No. 90, West Smithfield, and No. 29, King-street, 
Snow-hill; term, 17 years unexpired, at £125 per annum—Sold for 
£5,160, 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Dec, 3.—By Mr. FAtRBAIRN. 
Freehold estate, comprising about two and a half acres of land, with 
plantand machinery, situate at Buckhurst-hill, and known as Watkin’s 
Patent Steam Brick Factory—Soid for £1,900. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CLAYHILLS—On Dec. 7, at East Mount, Darlington, the wife of Thos. 

Clayhills, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 

DE WET—LAW--On Oct. 26, at St. Matthew's Church, Monlmein, 
British Burmah, John Victor Douglas De Wet, Esq., Barrister-at-Law 
and Government Advocate, Moulmein, to Pauline Harriette, daughter 
of William Treon Law, Esq., of Rangoon and Moulmein. 

PARKER—WILKIESON—On Dee. 8, at Christ Church, Clifton, Bristol , 
Frederick Searle, son of Henry Parker, Esq., of White Lodge, East 
Barnet, to Elizabeth Susanna, daughter of William Wilkieson, Esq., 
of Woodbury, Badfordshire. 

DEATHS. 

BRUTY—On Dee. 8, Emily, wife of W. J. Bruty, Esq., aged thirty. 

DOWNES—On Dec. 5, at his residence, 14, St. Mary’s-road, Canonbury, 
William Samuel Downes, Esq., F.R.A.S., for nearly twenty-two years 
the Actuary of the Law Life Assurance Society, in his forty-ninth 





year, 
LITTON—On Dec. 5, at 32, Merrion-square, Dublin, Blanche, wife of 
L. J. Litton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Brrakrast.—A Svuccessrvt Expertment.—The “Civil Service 
Gazette ” has the following interesting remarks :— ‘ ‘There are very few 
simple articles of food which can boast so many valuable and important 
dietary properties as cocoa. While acting on the nerves as a gentle 
stimulant, it provides the body with some of the purest elements of 
nutrition and at the same time corrects and invigorates the action of 
the digestive organs, ‘These beneficial effects depend in a great measure 
upon the manner of its preparation, but of late years such close atten- 
tion has been given to the growth and treatment of cocoa, that there is 
no difficulty in securing it with every useful quality fully developed, 
The singular success which Mr. Epps attained by his homeopathic 
Preparation of cocoa has never been surpassed by any experimentalist. 
Far and wide the reputation of Epps’s Cocoa has spread by the simple 
force of its own extraordinary merits. Medical men of all shades of 
opinion have agreed in recommending it as the safest and most bene- 
ficial article of diet for persons of weak constitutions. This superiority 
of a particular mode of preparation over all others is a remarkable 
proof of the great results to be obtained from little causes. By a 


thorough knowledge of the natural laws which govern the operations 
of digestion and nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine 
Properties of well-selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast 

es with a delicately flavoured beverage which may save us many 
heavy doctors’ bills. 


t is by the judicious use of such articles of diet 


| 
\ 


floating around us ready to attack wherever there is a weak point. 
We may escape many a fatal shaft by keeping ourselyes well fortified 
with pure blood and a properly nourished frame.” : 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


MAinding-up of Joint Stock Comypauces. 
Friary, Dec. 4, 1868. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Seaford Pier Company.—Petition for winding-up, presented Dec 1 
directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Malins on Dee 18. 
Hughes, Lincoln’s-inn- fields, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Toxrspay, Dec, 8, 1868. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Agriculturist Cattle Insurance Company.—The Master of the Rolls 
Furposes, on Dec 18 at 1.30, at his chambers, in Rolls-yard, 
Chancery-lane, to proceed to make a call on all the contributories of 
the company : and the said Judge purposes that such call shall be for 
£250 per share ef £20, and for £62 10s. per share of £5. 

Limitep In CHANCERY. 

Imperial Land Com pany of Marseilles (Limited).—Petition for winding- 
up, presented Dee 7, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins on Dec 18. Brandon, Essex-st, Strand, solicitor for the 
petitioner. 

New Steam Packet Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented Dec 5, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on 
Dec 19. Clarke & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

St Nazaire Company (Limited}.— Vice-Chancellor Malins has, by an 
order, dated Aug 6, appointed John Young, of 16, Tokenhouse-yard. 
liquidator. 

Trinidad Petroleam Company (Limited).—Petition to continue the 
voluntary winding-up, presented Nov 27, directed to be heard before 
Vice-Chancellor Malins on Dec 18. Ashurst & Co, Old Jewry, soliciturs 
for the petitioners. 


Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Dec. 4, 1868. 

Abbott, Geo, Halifax, York, Blacksmith. Jan 4. 
V.C. Stuart. 

Collett, Rowland Wm Davies, Webb’s County-ter, New Kent-rd, Esq., 
Jan |. Collett v Lilwall, V.C. Stuart. 2 

Cooper, Harriett, Cobham, Surrey, Widow. Dec 21. Cooper ¢ Cooper, 
V.C. Stuart. 

Copestake, ‘Thos Goodall, Kirk Langley, Derby,Esq. Dec 21. Copestake 
v Copestake, V.C. Stuart. 

Polley, Ralph, Bocking, Essex, Gent. Jan 11. Hobbs v Eve, V.C. 
Stuart. 

Pyne, Chas, Whitehorse-chambers, Fetter-lane, Licensed Victualler- 
Jan2. Pyne v Pyne, M. R. 

Sabine, Rev Williams, Hotham, York, Clerk. Jan tl. Sabine v Easterby, 
V.C. Stuart. 

Timothy, David, Penn-rd, Holloway, Gent. Jani. Timothy e Fraser, 

I 


Denison vw Abbot: 


Watson, John, Datchworth, Hertford, Hay Carter. Jan 1. Garratt ¢ 
Dring, M. R. 
Wilson, Wra, Corse, Gloucester, Vicar. Jan 4. Wilson v Potticary 
‘ Tvuespay, Dec. 3, 1868. 
Haselwood, Danl, Wythebrook, Warwick, Gent. Jan 12. 


Latham, V.C. Stuart. 
Hastings, Hon Hy Weysford ChasPlantagenet Mure Rawdou, Grosvenor- 


sq, Marquis. Jan 4, : 


Haselwocd v 


Babb v Yelverton, M. R. 


Jones, Kobt Norris, Lpool, Cotton Broker. Jan 1. Jones e. Dale, 
Registrar, South John-st, Lpool. 
Lodge, Sam! Eaton, Ramsgate, Kent, Esq. Jan 1. Cunliffe vr Coole, 


V.C. Giffard. 

Morgan, Jas Hungerford, Tenby, Pembroke, Lieutenant R.M. 
Sleeman rv Sleeman, V.C. Malins. 

Oliiv er, Geo Kingston, Kingston, Sussex, Esq. Janz. 
V.C, Giffard. 

Orange, David, Wigston Magna, Leicester, Gent. Jan 6, 
Crick, V.C. Malius, 

Phillips, Revell, Drayton-ter, West Brompton, Barrister-at-Law. Jan lL. 
Philiips v Phillips, V.C. Giffard, 

Russell, Thos, Bath, Linen Draper. Jan 3. Russell e Russell, M. R. 

Taylor, Ellen, Brindley Ford, Statfurd, Widew. Dee 23. Taylor e Taylor, 


Jaa 5. 
Sladen vOlliver, 


Orange v 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Piet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Dec. 4, 1868, 

Andrews, Edwd, Winchester, Southampton, Gent. March 1. 
Winchester. 

Eades, Benj, Deritend, Birm, Earthenware Dealer. Dec 30. Jagger, 
irm. 

Rc Maurice, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Captain 48th Foot. Jan 20. 
Bertram, Library-chainbers, Temple. 

Goring, Thos, New Kent-rd, Gent. 
Pountney-hill. 

Hall, John Chas, Hornsey-rd, Esq. 
Mecklenburgh-sq. \- 

Hanmer, Hy, Stockyrove, Bucks, Lientenant-Colonel. Jan 3l, Young 
& Co, St Mildred’s-ct, Poultry. 

Keeler, Sarah, Faversham, Kent, Widow. Fed 2. Prentice, White- 
chapel-rd. 

Lee, Wm, Barrow-upon-Soar, Leicester, Farmer. Wool ley, 
Loughborough. 

Matthews, Geo, Charing-cross, Gent. Jan 20. 
Gracechurch-st. 


Faithfull, 


Jan 1. Jones & Co, Lawrence, 


March 1. Garrett, Doughty-st, 


Jan 23. 


Rutherford & Son, 
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Mayo, Fredk Richd, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Esq. Feb 
Woollaston & Davison, Basinghall-st 
Milner, John, Manch, Merchant, Jan 30, Cooper & Sons, Manch. 


Rennell, Chas John, Eaton-pl, Esq. Dec24. Nelson, Essex-st, Strand, 


Rowe, Hy Geo, Sheffield, Merchant. Jan15. Fretson, Sheffield. 


———=—= 

2. | Scott, Eden, Friar’ o ion atm Durham, Grease Mannutactan, 

Nov 30. Comp. Reg Dec 4. 

—, Geo Foster, Chesterfield, Derby, Grocer. Oct 6. Asst, Ry 
Dec 4 


Taylor, Eli, Iminster, Somerset, Grocer. Nov 4. Comp. Reg 


Dee }, 
Sargeant, Amelia, James-st, Old Kent-rd, Spinster. Marchl., Hepburn | Taylor, John Fredk, Golden-sq, out of business. Nov 20. Comp. te 


& Son, Bird-in-Hand-ct, Cheapside. 


Dec 3. 
Sirr, Rev Joseph D'Arcy, Winchester, Southampton. Jan 1, Warner, — Sam], jun, Oldham, Lancaster, Grocer. Nov 21. Comp, 2 


Winchester. 


c 
Stalker, Agnes, Windermere, Westmoreland, Widow. Dec 19. Bolton, Wilkes, Eliz, Darlaston, Stafford, Grocer. Nov 3. Asst. Reg Dec}, 


Kendal, 

Sterriker, Thos Atkinson, Gt Driffield, York, Rag Merchant. Feb 
Foster & Tonge, Gt Driffield. 

Tvuespay, Dec, 8, 1888. 

Alecock, John, Diss, Norfolk, Yeoman. Jan 5. 


iss. 
Astbury, Wm Copeland, Fulham, Esq. Jani. Pattison & Co. 


Badger, Hy, Belitha-villas, Barnsbury. Feb1. Smith & Co, Bread-s 
Cheapside. 7 

Birch, Lee, Gatcombe House, Devon, Esq. Jan 30, Curliffe & Lea 
Manch. 


Muskett & Garrod, 


Wills, Thos, Leicester, Carrier. Nov 2, Asst. Reg Nov 30, 

1. | Wood, Hy _ Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wine Merchant. Oct 2), Cony’ 
Reg Dec 

teeter, ny, Enville, Stafford, Innkeeper. Cct 15. Asst. Reg Dee?, 

TuEspay, Dec. 8, 1868. 

Barnett, Barnett, Birm, Jeweller’s Factor. Nov 23. Comp, Reg 
Dec 7. 

Bel', John, Coxhoe, Durham, Grocer. Nov6. Comp. Reg Dec 7, 

Blackburn, Alfred Milnes, Huddersteld, York, Woollen Cloth Salesmaz, 
Nov 16. Asst. Reg Dec 8 

Bunyan, — Wn, Diss, Norfolk, Harness Maker. Novy 5, Comp, 


t, 
f, 


Bird, Wm, Bishops Stortford, Hertford, Esq. Jan 15, Eaden, Cam- co Fagg 


bridge. 
Blair, Geo, Brewer-st, Westminster, Saddler. Feb8. Rye, Golden-sq. 


Burgess, Wim Thos, Birm, Lamp Manufacturer. Nov 5. Asst, Reg 
Dec 5. 


Wm, Birm, Travelling Draper. Nov 10. Asst. R 
Checketts, John, W olverhampton, Stafford, Furniture Dealer. Jan 20. Cameron, : & P eg Decl, 


Bolton, Wolverhampton. 
Darkins, Canuel, Norwich, Builder. Feb1. Taylor & Son, Norwich. 


Dal Fish-st-hill, T Carman. Nov 5. Arrt. 
Davies, Timothy, Kedwick, Monmouth, Farmer. Febl. Farr & Wade, ole, Jas, Fish-st-hi saripacat 


Newport 


Cates, Wm, Sussex-ter, Old Brompton, out of business. Nov 10, Comp’ 
Reg Dec 7. 


keg Dec 7, 
Goodier, Thos, Lpool, Market Gardener. Dec 4, Comp. Reg Dec, 


V Wm H th Lincoln, Drapers. Nov 4 
Derry, Jas, Croan Ford, Cornwall, Coachbuilder. Feb 5. Shilson & Co, Greathem, vm, oe Se, ° _— ov9. Aa, 


St Anstell. 

Evans, Mary, St George’s-ier, Islington, Widow. Jan 11. Robinson 
Basinghall-st. 

Fillyard, Isaac, Sprowston, Norfolk, Merchant. Feb1. Taylor & Son 
Norwich. 

Haigh, Fras, Sheffield, Tailor. Jan 1l. Rodgers & Manners, Sheffield. 

Henning, Bernard, Lpool, Master Stevedore. Dec 27. Miller & Co 
Lpool. 


Rushforth, Chas Wm, Loughborough, Leicester, Yeoman, Jan 23° 


Woolley, Loughborough- 


Thompson, Richd, North Shields, Northumberland, Ship Owner. Jan 


15. Kidd, North Shieids, 
Wilson, Thos, Nottingham, Doctor. March}. Cursham, Nottingham. 


Wright, John, Chamber, Oidham, Lancaster, Colliery Proprietor. Jan 5. 


Summerscales & ‘Tweedale, Oldham. 
Horsfield, Jas, Swillington Mill, York, Corn Miller. Jan }. 
Leeds. 


Maddox, Moses, Oxford, Saddler. Nov 9. Cump. 
Horafield, Wm, Swillington Mills, York, Corn Miller. Jan}. Naylor, | Me#so%> Messe, Oxford, Seidler. Mov 5. Sump 


Leeds. 

Lewis, Martha, Chatbam-p], Hackney. Feb8. Sheffield, Lime-st. 

Parry, Chas, Tonbridge Wells, Commander R.N. March 3. Young & 
Jacksou, Essex-st. 

Rennell, Chas John, Eaton-pl, Esq. Jan 12. Park & Nelson, Essex-st, 
Strand. 


Beeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1661. 
Fripay, Dec. 4, 1808. 

Acocks, Arthur Timothy, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater, Auctioneer. 
Nov4. Comp. Reg Dec 2, 

Barnes, Thos, & Jas Tregarthen Barnes, Penzance, Cornwall, Grocers. 
Oct 14. Asst. Reg Dec 3. 

Boardman, hos, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Nov 3, Conv. Reg 

2 


Whitehead, Robt Broomhead, Carbrook, Sheffield, Draper. Nov 5. 
Asst. Keg Dec 2. 

Christie, Chas, Goodge-st, Tottenham-court-rd, Woollen Draper. Oct 
16. Asst. Reg Dec 2, 

Cobley, John, Birm, Coach Spring Maker. Nov 9. Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

Cook, John, Birm, Provision Dealer. Nov 25. Comp. Keg Dec 3, 

Cotterill, Chas — Cannock, Stafford, Brick Manufacturer. Oct 
28. Asst. Reg Dec 

Crawshaw, Albert, Halifax, York, Bootmaker. Nov 16. Asst. Reg 


Dec 3. 

Crossley, Wm, Ingleby-cross, York, Timber Merchant. Oct 28. Comp. 
Reg Nov 30. 

Deane, Thos, West Derby, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Nov 25. Comp. 
Reg Dec 1. 

Dorman, Fredk, Leicester, Baker. Oct7. Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Durant, Robt John, Mile End-rd, Tailor. Novi2. Comp. Reg Dec 4, 

Greenwood, Jas, Pheasant Ford, nr "ama Lancaster, Cotton Manu- 
facturer. Oct 29. Asst. Reg Dec 3 

Hague, Geo, Sheffield, Corn Miller. Nov 4. Comp. Reg Dec 2, 

Hart, Wm Edwd, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Key Maker. Nov9. Comp. 
Reg vec 3, 

Hunt, Thos, Combwitch, Somerset, Baker, Oct 7. Comp. Reg Dec 3. 

Hutchinson, Chas Cole, Turner’s-rd, Burdett-rd, Stepney, Builder. Nov 
25. Comp. Reg Dec 4. 


Kaye, Thos Wm, Manch, Merchant. Nov6. Asst. Reg Dec 3. 


Lawrence, Gallais, Upper Richmond-rd, Wandsworth, Military Tutor. 
Nov 26. Comp. Reg Dec 3, 


so Nathaniel Jas, Haverfordwest, Chemist. Nov 2l, Asst. Reg 


san Wm Hy, Ealing, Architect. Nov 21. Comp. Reg Dec 


I. 

Marchant, Alfred Thos, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, ‘lailor. Nov 
5. Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Meaeock, Tho«, Chester, Baker. Oct 28. Asst. Reg Dec 4. 

Mole, Win John Tinges, St Neots, Huntingdon, Watchmaker. Nov 13. 
Comp. Keg Dec 

Petty, Ber}, John ‘iaiaay, Bradford, York, Stuff Merchants. Nov 13. 
Comp. Keg Dec 

Piece, Sarah, Brick. “lane, Spitalfields, Ironmonger. Nov 25. Comp. 
Reg Dec 3, 

Pigot, Chas, Tarvin, Chester, Innkeeper. Oct29. Asst. Reg Dec 2. 

Rees, Thos, Meadon- town, nr Minsterley,Salop, Farmer, Nov 18. Asst. 


Reg Dec 3 
Robson, John Thos, Leeds, Clothier. Nov 5. Comp. Reg Dec 1. 


Naylor, 


Reg Dec 7 i. 
Grimes, Wm, Burgin-ter, Grove-rd, Mile End, Grocer, Nov 25. Aggy, 
’ Reg Dec 7. 
Hale, Robt David, High-st, Marylebone, Butcher. Nov 6. Asst, Rez 
Dec 


> 


4. 
Heath, John Baptist, Dagdale, Stafford, Farmer, Novll. Comp. Reg 
Dec 5. 


’ iteahinien, Hy, Wellington-st, Woolwich, Draper. Nov 9. Comp 

Reg Dec 

Inskip, Seers Leonard, & Geo Chas Inskip, Bengeo, Herts, Gents, Noy 
10. Comp. Reg Dec 

Jarvis, Geo, Brenchley, Kent, Farmer. Nov9. Asst. Reg Dec 5, 

Johnstone, Jas Adams, Cannock, Stafford, Baker. Dec 3, Comp. Reg 
Dec 7. 

Lapish, Benj, Hupley, York, Contractor. Nov9. Asst. Reg Dec 4. 

Lees, John Pipler, Thos Lee, & John Beard, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lan 
caster, Machine Makers. Nov2. Asst. Reg Dec 5. 

teg Dec 4. 

Martin, Wm Hy,-Upper James-st, Camden-town, Cement Merchant. 
Nov 27. Comp. Reg Dec 5. 

Neale, Joseph, Bristol, Architect. Nov 8. Comp. Rec Dec 5. 

Norris, John, Godalming, Surrey, lronmonger. Oct 8. Asst. Reg 


ec 4. 
Orton, Leg High-st, Borough, Sauce Manufacturer. Nov 7. Comp. 
Reg 


Dec 
tanta, ‘Alfred Hy, Old Kent-rd, Cheesemonger. Nov 20. Comp. Reg 
ec 7. 


eiwareow, Alex, Leadenhall-st, Merchant. Nov 20. Asst. Reg 


Dec 7. 
Smith, Robt, Chalk Farm-rd, Timber Merchant. Nov 23. Comp. Reg 
Dec 7. 


Tate, en Smith, Lpool, Gent. Dec 1. Comp. Reg Dec 4. 

Thornton, John, Preston, Lancaster, Furniture Broker. Nov9. Comp. 
Reg Dec 4. 

Walker, John, & Thes Walker, Manch, Tea Derlers. Nov 9. Comp, 
Reg Dec 7. 

West, Wm, Ystrad, Glamorgan, Grocer. Nov 12. Asst. Reg Dec 5. 

Wilhams, John, Park-ter, Park-rd, Regent’s-park, Fishmonger. Nov 1l, 
Inspectorship. Reg Dec 7. 

Winchurst, Chas, Birm, Jeweller. Novll. Asst. Reg Dec5. 

Woodman, Hy, Aldermanbury, Warehouseman. Nov 3. Asst. Reg 
Dec 8. 

Gankrupls. 
To Surrender in London. 
Fripvay, Dec 4, 1868. 

Allan, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 27 (for pau). Broug- 
ham. Dec 21 at 2, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Allan, Jas, Barnsbury-rd, Islington, Surgeon. Pet Decl. Dec 23 at 

11. Cann, Lincoln’s-inn- fields. 

Buck, Wm Hy, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Tailor. Pet Decl. Roche. 

Dec 16 at 12. Jones, New-inn, Strand. 

Burn, .Wm, Evelyn-st, Debtford, Eatinghouse Keeper, Pet Dec]. 
Roche. Dec l6atl. Godfrey, Hatton- garden. 

Button, John, Parr-st, New North-rd, Islington, Cheesemonger. Pet 
Nov 30. Roche. Dec 16 at i2. Rogers, Fenchurch-st. 

Coppin, Geo, Surrey-bldgs, East-st, Old Kent-rd, Journeyman Baker. 
Pet Nov 25. Roche. Dec Il6at1. Bickley, Bouverie-st. 

Dodds, Walter Geo, Tennison-st, Lambeth, no occupation. Pet Nov 
30. Roche. Dec 16 at 1}. Biddles, South- -8q, Gray’s-inn. 

Frethey, Chas, Upper Whitecross-st, Cheesemonger. Pet Dec 1. Roche. 
Dec 16 at 12, Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Glenister, Fredk, Victoria-rd, Holloway, Insurance Clerk. Pet Nov 

30. Dec 2lat2. Rigby, Basinghall-st. 

Green, Fitzowen, Argyle-ter, Waterford-rd, Fulham, out of business. 

Pet Nov 30, Dec 21 at2. Godfrey, Hatton garden. 

Guites, Jacob, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Nov 28 coe pau). Broug- 
ham. Dec 2) at 2. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-in 

Haines, Walter, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Nov 28 (for pau). 
Roche. Dec 16 at 1}. Steadman, London-wall. 

Hawkins, Jas, King’s Arms-yard, Moorgate-st, Comm Agent, Pet 
Nov 28. Dec 21 at 12, Peddell, Basinghall-st. 

Hensley, Lewis, Hitchin, Herts, Clerk in Holy Orders, Pet Nov 30. 

Dec 21 at |, ‘La wrence & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, . 

Heyward, Kobt Geo, Vid Kent-rd, Retailer of Beer. Pet Dec 1, Roche. 

Dec 16 at 12. Gregson, Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st. 

Herzfeld, Albert Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Nov 28 (for pau). 
Brougham. Dec 21 at 2, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 
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16at 12, Nind, Basinghall-st. 
Howard Ashton, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec !. Roche. 
at 1. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 
soner for Debt, London, Pet Nov 28 (for pau). Roche. 
Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 


a 
Hilton Robt, Brighton-ter, Rhodeswell-rd, Stepney, Printer. Pet Nov 
“ . Dec 


Holden, 
Dec 16 j 
Hone, Robt, Br 
a eter, Matthew Thos, Essex-rd, Islington, Beershop Keeper. 


5 5 9. Roche. Dec 16 at1. Murrough, Gt James-st, Bedford- 


row. P . 
‘as Parkinson, Vicarage-ter, Stratford, Corn Dealer. Pet 
oe 21 atl. Barton & Drew, Fore-st. 
Mould, Wm, Harrington-rd, Woolwich, Coal Merchant. Pet Dec 2. 
Roche. Dec 16 at 1. Masterman, Pancras-lane, Cheapside. 
Phelps, Wm Truman Harford, Prisoner for Debt, Surrey. Pet Nov 30. 
Dec 93 at 11. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Geo Wm, Stanhope-st, Hampstead-rd, Pianoforte Action 
ufacturer. Pet Dec2. Roche, Dec16 atl. Poncione, jun, 
gs, Gray’s-inn. 
& Albert Arthur Quinn, Hertford, Tailors. Pet Nov 
30. Roche. Dec 16at11. Steadman, London-wall. 
Reece, Edwd, Mortimer-st, Cavendish-sq, Oil Warehouseman. Pet 
Nov27. Roche. Dec 16at 2. Kerby, London-wall, 
T , Robt, Churchill-rd, Homerton (and not Honiton), Attorney’s 
erk. Pet Nov28. Murray. Dec l4atl. Webster, Basinghall-st. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Ashton, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 19. Hime. Lpool, 
14 at 12. 
aoe, Wm Lawrence, Pontywal Hall, Brecon, Esq. Pet Nov 27. 
Wilde. Bristol, Dec 16 at 11. Tilleard & Co, Old Jewry. 
Beard, John, Gloucester, Grocer. Pet Dec 1. Wilton. 
19 at 12. Smallbridge, Gloucester. 
Bell, Jobn, Stockton, Durham, Joiner. Pet Dec 2. Crosby. Stockton- 
on-Tees, Dec 16 at 11. Thompson, Stockton. 
Bell, Hy, Sheffield, Baker. Pet Decl. Rodgers. Sheffield, Dec :6 at 
1. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 
Booth, Edwin, Sheffield, Pawnbroker. Pet Dec 1. Leeds, Jan 6 at 
12. Tattershall, Sheffield. 
Brace, Thos, Varteg, Monmouth, Miner. Pet Nov 28. Edwards. 
Pontypool, Dec 2) at 11. Lioyd, Pontypool. 
Brighouse, Thos, Aigburth Vale,nr Lpool, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
lov 28. Lpool, Dec 17 at t1. Cobb, Lpool. 
Burrage, Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Plumber. Pet Dec 1. Evershed, 
Brighton, Dec 19at1l. Runnacles, Brighton. 
Caine, John, Hulme, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet Nov 30. Kay. Manch, 
Dec 17 at 9.30. Crowther & Orton, Manch. 
Clinch, Wm Jas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Brewery Manager. Pet 
Nov 27. Wilde. Kristol, Dec 16 at 11, Fussell & Pritchard, 


Bristol. 

Coates, Michael, Walsall, Stafford, Victualler. Pet Nov 28. Walsall, 
Dec 16 at 12. Ebsworth, Wednesbury. 

Coggon, Richd, Sheffield, Gardener. Pet Dec 3. Wake. Sheffield, 
Dec i6at i. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
Daniels, John, Gilfachgoch, Glamorgan, Collier. 
Aberdare, Dec 15at11. Rosser, Aberdare. 
Davis, Wm, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 30. Wilde. Bris- 
tol, Dec 16 at 11. Bramble & Blackburue, Bristo!. 

Deady, John Hopgood, Manch, Architect. Pet Dec 1. Fardell. Manch, 
Dec 16 at 11, Marsland & Addleshaw, Manch, 

Duck, Fras, Stockton, Durham, Provision Dealer. Pet Dec 1. Crosby. 
Stockton-on-Tees, Dec 16 at 11. Clemmet, jun, Stockton-on-Tees. 

Evans, Morgan, Chancery, Cardigan, Tea Dealer. Pet Nov 29. Jen- 
kins. Aberystwith, Dec 22 at9. Hughes, Aberystwith. 

Fraser, Robt Carr, West Derby, Lancaster, Bookkeeper. Pet Nov 28. 
Hime. Lpool, Dec 15 at 3. Ritson, Lpool. 

Freeman, Thos, Ratby, Leicester, out of business. Pet Dec 2. Ingram. 
Leicester. Jan 2. at 10, Durrant, Leicester. 

Gee, Mary, Southport, Lancaster, Confectioner. Pet Dec 2. Lpool, 
Dec 17 at 11. f£orshaw & Co, Lpool. 

Genders, Jas, Birm, Luncheon-store Keeper. 
Jan8 at lU. Wright & Marshall, Birm. 

Gibbs, John, Standgate, Essex, Coast Guardsman. Pet Dec 2. Maldon. 
Dec 15 at 10. Freeman, Maldon. - 

Graham, Richd, Oxford, Comm Agent. Pet Nov 25 (for pau). Dud- 
ley. Oxford, Deo 16 at 10. Thompson, St Ebb’s. 

Haywood, Joseph, Loughborough, Leicester, Journeyman Framesmith. 
lat 80. Brock. Loughborough, Dec 16 at1!. Deane, Lough- 

ugh. 

Hill, Solomon, Masbrough, York, Paddler. Pet Nov 30. Newman. 
Rotherham, Dec 21 at 1. Sugg, Sheffield. 

Hilton, Saml, Tonge, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Dec 1. Tweedall. 

» Dec 23 at 12. Ascroft, Oldham, 

Hobbins, Thos, Birm, Chain Maker. Pet Nov 30. Tudor. Birm, Dec 
18at12. Parry, Birm. 

Holden, Geo, sen, Walsall, Stafford, out of business. Pet Nov 28. 
Walsall, Dec 16 at 12. Duignan & Co, Walsall. 

Hopkins, Geo Amos, Lpool, Herbalist. Pet Dec 1. Hime. Lpool, Dec 
l$at2. Richardson & Co, Bolton. 

Howland, Wm, York, Tailor, Pet Dec 2. Perkins, York, Dec 19 at 
10, Mann, York. 

Hudson, Jas, York, Fish Dealer. Pet Dec 2. Perkins. York, Dec 19 


atl0. Mann, York. 
Hurd, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 19. Fardell. 
Pet Nov 25 (for pau). 


Manch, Dec 21 at 11. 
Johnson, Chas Willson, Oxford, Butcher. 
Dudley. Oxford, Dec 16 at 10. Thompsor,8t, Ebbs, 
Jones, Abraham, Llanbadarnfawr, Cardigan, Labourer. Pot Nov 25. 
Jenkins. Aberystwith, Dec 23 at9. Hughes, Aberystwith. 
Lewis, Thos, Tirtilkins, Penmaen, Monmouth, Farmer, Pet Dec 2. 
Edwards. Pontypool, Dec 21 at lt. Lloyd, Pontypool. 
k, Wm, Stourport, W » Sh ker, Pet Nov28. Talbot. 
Kidderminster, Dec 18 at 11, Crowther, Kidderminster. 
Murray, Jas Heywod, Lancaster, Tea Dealer, Pet Nov 30. Fardell. 
Maneh, Dec 15 at 12, Watson, Bury. 
Nodder, Richd Joseph, Lpool, Soap Maker. Pet Nov 30, Lpool, 
Dec 16 at 11. Pemberton, Lpool. 
n, John, Birm, Gan Barrell Borer. Pet Dec 1. Birm, 
Jan8atl0. Claydon, Birm, 


Gloucester, 


Pet Nov 30. Rees. 


Pet Dec !. Guest. Birm, 


. 
rT 





Guest. 





Pet Nov 
Rawlins, 


Hime. 


Pet Decl. Pepys. Dec 18 at 
Tottenham, Draper's 


Stoddart, Arbour- 
Pet Dec 1 (for pau), 


Phelps, Jane Elizabeth, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Dressmaker. Pet Nov 
30. Beale. Gt Malvern, Dec 14 at 12. Wilson, Worcester 

Pugh, John Devereux, Wrexham, Denbigh, Scrivener. Pet Dec 2, 
Lpool, Dec 16 at 12. Evans, & Co, Lpool. 

Riches, Eliza, & Chas Bradley, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Ship Owners. Pet 
Nov 19. Wiide. Bristol, Dec 16at 11. Morgan, Cardiff. 

Robson, Robt, Gateshead, Durham, Horse Dealer. Pet Nov 30. 
Sam. Newcastle-on-Tyne, Dec 15 at 12, Bush, Newcastle-on- 

'yne. 

Rushton, Thos, Tatbtry, Stafford, Police Constable. Pet Dec 1. 
Hubbertsy. Burton-upon-Trent, Dec 23 at 11. Wilson, Burton- 
upon-Trent, 

Saxton, John, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Nov 23, Wake. Sheffield, Dec 
16at1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Scarborough, John, Market Harborough, Leicester Tailor. 

30. Wartnaby. Market Harborough, Dec 15 at 11. 
Market Harborough. 

Shakespeare, Benj, Prisoner for Debt, Worcester. Adj Nov 13. 
Walker. Dudley, Dec 17. 

Spring, Wm Wright, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Pet Dec 1. 

s Tudor. Birm, Dec 15 at 11. Belk, Nottingham. 
teele, Hy, Burslem, Stafford, Carter. Pet Nov 30. Challinor, 
Hanley, Dec 19 at 11. Tomkinson, Burslem. 

Tebbutt, John, jun, Rowell, Northampton, Builder. Pet Nov 27, 
Lamb. Kettering, Decll at 12. Rawlins, Market Harborough. 

Toffts, Christmas, Mattishal, Norfolk, Corn Merchant. Pet Nov 30. 
Cooper. East Dereham, Dec 16 at 11, Sadd, jun, Norwich. 

Vaughan, Isaac, Tipton, Stafford, out of business. Pet Nov30. Hill. 
Birm, Dec 16 at 12, Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Viggars, Josiah, Audley, Stafford, Blacksmith. Pet Nov 30. Slaney 
Newcastle-under-Lyme, Dec 28 at 11. Sherratt, Talk-on-the- Hill. 
Webster, John, Axminster, Devon, Butter Factor. Pet Dec!. Bond. 

Axmiuster, Dec 15 at 3. Tweed, Honiton. 

Webster, Wm, Pardoe, Sheffield, Plumber. Pet Nov 28. Wake. 
Sheffield, Dec 16 at 1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Welch, John, Manch, Engine Fitter. Pet Dec 1. Kay. Manch, Dec 
17 at 9.30. Milne, Manch. 

Whitehouse, Chas, Manch, Wheelwright. Pet Nov 30. Kay. Manch. 
Dec 17 at 9.30. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 

Williams, Wm, Nerquis, Flint, Publican. Pet Nov 23. Eyton. 
Mold, Dec 8 at 12. Parry, Moid. 

Williams, Thos, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Innkeeper. Pet Nov 420. 
Jenkins, Aberystwith, Dec 22 at9. Atwood, Aberystwith. 

Williams, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 19. 

Lpool, Dec 14 at 12. 

Wiltshire, Wm, Bishop’s Waltham, Southampton, out of business. 
Pet Dec 1. Gunner. Bishop’s Waltham, Dec 17 at 11. Mackey, 
Southampton 

Winslade Chas, Savile Town, York, out of business. Pet Dec 2. 
Leeds, Dec 21 at il. Schofield & Ailroyd, Dewsbury. 

Witt Thos, Ford, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Engineer. Pet Dec 2. 
Exeter, Dec 14 at 12.30. Beer & Rundle, Devonport. 

Wooley, Hy, Walsall, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet Nov 28. 
Walsall, Dec 16 at 12. Glover, Walsall. 

Young, Wm, Manch, Letter Press Printer. Pet Nov 30. Fardell. 
Manch, Dec i4 at 11. Marsland & Addieshaw, Manch. 

To Surrender in London. 
TvuespaY, Dec. 8, 1368. 

Ainsworth, John Peachy, Westbury-ter, Wandsworth-rd, Cheesemon- 
ger Pet Dec4. Murray. Dec 2latl2. Matthews & Co, Leaden- 

all-st. 

Allday, Wm, Seymour-st, Euston-sq, out of business. Pet Dec 3. 
Murray. Dec2latill. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Barbee, Robt Chas, Nightingdale-rd, Woud-green, Builder. Pet Dec 
1. Dec 23 at 11. Poncione, Raymond’s-bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Bastable, Elisha, sen, Belgrave-st, Hyde Park-rd, Baker. Pet Dec4. 
Muaray. Dec 21 at ll. Westall & Roberts, Leadenhall-st . 

Berrin, Hy, Upper Thames-st, Licensed Victualler. PetDec4. Jan 
lLatll. Nichols & Co, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Bligh, Joseph, Northampton, Leather Seller. Pet Dec5. Murray, 
Des 21 at 1. Holland, Gt Knight Rider-st, Doctors’-commons. 

Brown, Edwd, Dale-rd, Kentish-town, Builder, Pet Dec 4. Jan ll at 
11. Underwood, Chancery-lane. 

Burley, Joseph Hy, Cock-lane, Clerk. 

1. Pearce, Giltspur-st. 

Clinch, John, Bronte-cottages, Chesnut-rd, 
Assistant. Pet Dec4. Murray. Dec 21 at 12. 
st, Easl Stedney. 

Cole, Wm Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Brougham. Dec 23 at 12. Dobie, Gresham-st. 

Collins, Jas, North-st, Grove-rd, St Marylebone, Slater. Pet Dec 3. 
Murray. Dec 2latil. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Dawson, Robt, sey” el aaa Mangle Maker. Pet Dec4. Dec 
23 at2. Hicks, Strand. 

Davis, Alex Jas, Strahan-ter, Lpool-rd, Islington, Bill Broker. Pet 
Dee 1. Pepys. Dec i8 atl. Smith, Southampton-st, Strand. 

Dick, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (forpau). Murray. 
Dec 21 at ll. ' Parsons, King-William-st, Charing-cross. 

Dyass, Isaac, Queen’s-rd East, Chelsea, Clothier. Pet Dec 4. Murray. 
Dec 21 at 12. Goatly, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 

Green, Wm, Bromley, Middlesex, out of business. Pet Nov 3. Pepys. 
Dec 18 at 12. Burn, Carter-lane, Doctors’-commons. 

Gregory, Fredk, Kingsland-rd, Marine Store Dealer, Pet Dec 1, Pepys. 
Dec 18 at 1. Padmore, Westminster-bridge-rd. 

Gundry, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (for pau). Pepys. 
Dec 29 at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Hallet, Geo Bullen, Ebury-st, Pimlico, Restaurant Manager. Pet Dec 
= Pepys. Dec2z9atil. Neate, Southampton-bidgs, Chancery- 

jane, 

Hammond, Robt, Lpool-st, Civil Engineer. Pet Dec 5. Murray. Dec 


2latl. Heap, New-inn, Strand. 
Herbert, Hy Wm, Brompton-rd, Clerk. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Dec 18 
Newman, Clifford’s-inn. 
Jervis, Lavinia, Park-pl, Leyton, no occupation. Pet Dec 3. Dee 23 
at}. Archer, Finsbury-pl South. 
Johas, John Rhys, blyth-ter, Westminster-bridge-rd, out of business. 
Pet Dec 2. Pepys. Dec 18 at2. Watson, Basinghall-st. 
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Johnson, Edwd Oliver, Augustus-rd, New-rd, Hammersmith, out of 
employment. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Deci8atll. Walker & Co, 
Martin’s-!ane. 

King, John, Bloomfield-rd, Mile-end, Builder. Pet Nov 28. Pepys. 
Dec 18 at lt. Olive, Portsmouth-st. Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Leitner, Abraham Joseph, Richmond-rd, Dalston, out of business. 
Pet Dec 4. Murray. Dec 21 at 12. Steadman, London-wall. 

Longley, Sami John, Gt Dover-st, Borough, Builder. Pet Dec 2. Pepys. 
Dec 18 ati. Rashleigh, Carter-lane, Voctors’-commons, 

Lyons, John, Stony-lane, Gravel-lane, Houndsditch, Fishmonger. 
Pet Dec2. Dec 23 at 12. Sydney, Bishopsgate-st Within. 

Manero, Alexandro Antonio & Jose Maria Fernandez, Qld Broad-st, 
Refreshment-house Keepers Pet Nov 23. Pepys. Dec 29 at |}. 
Ashurst & Co,Old Jewry. ° 

Marshall, Fredk Burnett Thos, Anerley-ter, Anerley-rd, Wine Merch- 
ant. Pet Dec 3. Murray. Dec 21 at1l. Cleobury, Cheapside. 

Mead, Wm, Newby-ter, Westminster-rd, Lambeth, out of business, 
Pet Nov 30. Pepys. Dec 18 atl2. Lomax, Old Bond-st, Piccadilly. 

Milford, Wm, jan, Warwick-rd, Stoke Newington, Smith. Pet Dec 3. 
Dec 23 at 12. Mant, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Owen, Wm, Church-row, Bethnal-green, Furniture Japanner. Pet 
Nov 30. Pepys. Dec 18 at 12. Watson, Finsbury-pl South. 

Peat, Jas, Beech-st, Barbican, Fancy Feather Manufacturer. Pet Dec 
3. Dec 23 atl. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Pentold, Wm Jas, Cannon-st-rd, St George’s-in-the-East, Licensed 
Victualler. Pet Dec 3. Pepys. Dec l8at2. Stoddart, Arbour-st, 
East Stepney. 

Powell, Wm Sam], Albion-rd, Clapham, Law Stationer. 
Pepys. Dec l8at1. Peddell, Basinghall-st. 

Preece, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Dec 2 (for pau). Broug- 
ham. Dec 23atl. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Reading, Geo, Chesham, Buckingham, Straw Plait Dealer. Pet Nov 
27 (for pau). Pepys. Dee 18 at2, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st.t 

Robbins, Hy, Sandwich-ter, Bridge-rd, Battersea, out of business. Pe 
Dec 2. Pepys. Dee 18 at 2, Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 

Routledge, Alfred Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet Dec 3 (for pau). 
Murray. Dec 21 at 12. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Saunders, Hugh Ward, Chobham, Surrey, Esq. Pet Dec 5. 
Dec 21 atl, Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 

Seal, Wm Thos, Grove-rd, Richmond, Builder. Pet Dec3. Dec 23 at 
1. Tucker, St Swithin’s-lane. 

Shaw, Geo, Roman-ter, Roman-rd, Barnsbary, Cheesemonger. Pet 
Dec 4. Dec 23 at 2. Nind, Basinghall-st. 

Smith, Mary Ann, Era-pl, Surrey-lane, Battersea (Pet Dec 4), & Robt 
Hargreaves, Fulham-rd, West Brompton (Pet Dec 5), Refreshment- 
room Keepers. Pepys. Deci8atl. Stocken& Jupp. Leaden- 
hall-st. 

Spence, Sa r, Speke-rd, Clapham Junction, Lime Merchant, Pet 
Nov 26 (for pan). Pepys. Dec 18 at 12. Dobie. Gresham-st. 

Spowart, Geo, Camden-ter Wandsworth-rd, Messenger. Pet Dec 3. 
Murray. Dec2tatl!. Harris, Bishopsgate Church-yard. 

Surrey, Jas Geo, Woodlands, East Greenwich, Plasterer. 
Pepys. Dec 29 atl!. Scard & Son, Gt St Helens. 

Thomson, Tilden Geo, Williams-ter,Victoria-pk, & Thos Anthony, 
Isledon-rd, Holloway, Tea Merchants. Pet Nov 28. Pepys. Dec 
18 at 12. Godfrey & Co, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Wheatley, John, Brentford-rd, Acton, Basket Maker. 

Dec 18 at 12. Spicer, Staple-inn, 
2ad, Geo, Incram-ct, Fenchurch-st, Tailor. Pet Dec 4. Pepys. 
Dec 29 at It. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers. 

Wilmot, Jas, Hamilton-ter, Hamuilton-rd, Lower Norwood, Smith. 
Pet bec 4. Murray. Dec 21 atl. Dobie, Gresham-st. 
Wormald, Joseph, Bow-st, Long-acre, Licensed Victualler. 

30. Vepys. Dec 18 at1l. Hicklin, Trinity-st, Borough. 

Wright, Geo Wm, Bishopsgate-st Without, Shoe Manufactuuer. Pet 

Dec!. Dec 23 at 12. Godfrey, Hatton-gardeh. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Allport, Isiah, Kingswinford, Stafford, Grocer. Pet Nov 12. Harward. 
Stourbridge, Dec 23 at 10. 

Baker, John, Prisoner for Debt, Ipswich. 
Ipswich, Dee 10 at 3. 

Bastick, Sam], Dudiey, Worcester, Hatter. 
Dec 23 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Bell, Sam], Easton, Northampton, Timber Merchant. Pet Dec 2. 
Shield & Hough. Stamford, Dec 2! at 11, Deacon, Peterborough. 

Britcliffe, Wm, Accrington, Lancaster, Cabinet Maker. Pet Dee 5. 
Macrae. Manch, Dec 18 at il. Smith & Boyers, Manch. 

Clegy, ‘Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Pet Dec 3 (for pau). 
Grundy. Bury, Dec I§8 at 9. 

Cole, Wm, Coventry, Journeyman Carpenter. 
Coventry, Dec 22 at 3. Smalibone, Coventry. 

Cribb, Wm, Lradley-green, Stafford, Surgeon. Pet Nov 30. Latham 
Congleton, Dec 19 at 11. Cooper, Congietou 

Crossley, Saml. Stanstield, York, Shuttle Maker, Leeds, 
Dec 21 at il. Eastwood, Todmorden. 

Dawkins, Wm, Ford, ne Haverfordwest, Pembreke, Farmer. Pet 
Dec 5. Wilde. Bristol, Dee 19 atl. Clifton, Bristol. 

Dear, Arthur, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Egg Merchant. 
tawlins. Wimborne Minster, Dec ls at 11. 
Minster. 

Derrick, Joseph, Swansea, Confectioner. 
Swansea, Dec 10 at 3, Smith, Swansea. 

Duckett, Fras, Preston, Lancaster, Carter. 
ton, Dec 22 at1!1, Rainford, Preston. 

Duke, Jonathan Marshali, Prisoner for Debt, York, Adj Oct 17. Per- 
kins. York, Dec 9at10. Mason, York. 

Fellows, John, Cradiey-heath, Worcester, Miller. 
Birm, Lec 18 at 12. James & Griffin, Pirm. 

Franklin, Morris Levy, Manch, Oil Warehouseman. Pet Dec 3. Far- 
del]. Manch, Dec 22 at 11. Boote & Rylance, Manch. 

Griffiths, Wm, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butter Merchant. Pet Nov 16. 
Morris. Swansea, Dec 28 at 3. Smith, Swansea. 

Hardcastle, John, Southport, Lancaster, Letterpress Printer. Pet Dec 
5. Lypool, Dec 21 at 12, Snowball & Copeman, 

Istance, Wm, Aberaman, Glamorgan, Overman. 
Aberdare, Dec 19 at 3. Rosser, Aberdare. 


Pet Dec 1. 


Murray. 


Pet Dec 4. 


Pet Nov 30. 


Pet Nov 


Pet Nov 21, 
Hill. 


Archer. 


Pet Dec 4. Birm, 


Pet Nov 30. Kirby. 


Pet Dee 4. 


Pet Dec 2. 
Tanner, Wimborne 
Pet Nov 10. Morris. 


Pet Dec 3. Myres, Pres- 


Pet Nov 27. Tudor. 


Lpool. 
Pet Dec 4. Rees, 
Kaye, Sam Senjor, Huddersfield, York, Comm Agent. 


Pet Nov 30 


Leeds, Dec 21 atll. Simpson, Leeds, 





Morgan, 
Pet Dec 4, Reg 


Pet Dec 3. 


Pet Dee 5. Daw, 


Pet Nov 30. Guest, 
Pet Dec 3. Tador. 


——= 
Tyne. 
Graham & Graham, Sunderland. 
Pet Dee 4, 
Lee, Wm, jun, Green’s Norton, Northampton, Carpenter. Pet Deg a 
21 atl 
Lewis, Robt, Neath, Glamorgan, Haulier. Pet Dec 2, 
Aberdare, Dec 19 at 11. Rosser, Aberdare. 
Maurice, Elias, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Tailor. 
Merthyr Tydfil, 
; Wake, 
Sheffield, Dec 23 at 1. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 
Nicho!ls, Cornelius, Manch, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. 
Pet Dee ¢, 
Tudor. Birm, Dec 22 at ll. Deane, Loughborough. 
Payne, Wm, Dorchester, Dorset, Dealer in Coppice Wood. Pet Dec3, 
Pet Dec 3. 
Bristol, Dec 23 at 12. Pigeon & Ward. 
23 atl2, Parry, Birm, 
Pet Dec 2. 
Riches, Robt, Lakenham, Norwich, Carpenter. Palmer, 
Pet Dee 5. 
Bristol, Dec 23 at 12. Alman. 
Sang, Hannah, Bournemouth, Hants, Lodging House Keeper. Pet 
Exeter, Dec 18 at 11, Floud, Exeter, 
Burton-upon-Trent. 
Wake, 
Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
Sutton, Thos, 
Otley, Wm, & Benj Tetley, Bradford, York, Woolataplers. 
Pet Dec 4 
Exeter. Dee 21 at 11. Terrell & Petherick, Exeter. 
Vaile,’ Wintour, Westbury-on-Severn, Glouvester, Dealer’s}Assistant 
St Asaph, Dec t3 at 10, Williams, Rhyl. 
Warmingham, Thos, Birm, out of business. 
Birm, Dee 22 at il. Giles, Loughborough. 
Dangerfield. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 


Kirkwood, Robt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Plasterer. Pet Dac 3, ib. 
son. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dec 18 at 12. Joel, Newcastle-upon. 

Lacey, Sam] Topliff, & Robt Topliff Lacey, Sunderland, Darham, 
holsterers. Pet Dec 3. Gibson. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dec 18 at 

Lacy, David Hy, Middleton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner, 

Macrae. Manch, Dec 18 at 11. Ponsonby, Oldham. 

Lea, Edwd, Shevington, Lancaster, Clogger. Pet Dec 3, Par, 
Wigan, Dec 24 at 9. Ralph, Darlington. 

Sheppard. Towcester, Jan 11 at 10. Whitton, Towcester. 

Lees, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 19. Fardell. Mangh 
Dee 2 ° " 

Lewis. Wm, New Plough, Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. Pet De 
5. Wilde. Bristol, Dec 19atll. Press & Inskip, Bristol. 
Neath, Dec 19 at 11. Kempthorne, Neath. 

Mackintosh, Abesdare Glamurgen, Draper. 

Maloney, Alex, Swansea, Glamorgan, Butcher. Pet Nov 13. Morris, 
Swanse:, Dec 18 at 3. Smith, Swansea, 

( Pet Dec 4, 
Wilde. Bristol, Dec 19 at 11. Williams. 

Murlin, Fletcher, Sheffield, Confectioner. Pet Dec 4, 

Naylor, Geo, Nuneaton, Warwick, Grocer. Pet Dec 4. Deve, 
Nuneaton, Dec 23 at 12. Overhill, Leamington. 

Pet Nov ig. 
Fardell. Manch, Dec 23 at 11. Leigh, Manch. 

Orton, Saml, Barrow-upon-Soar, Leicester, Grocer. 

Owen, Robt, Gt Bolton, Lancaster, Shopkeeper. Pet Dec 5. Holde, 
Bolton, Dec 23at 10. Edge & Dawson, Bolton. : 
Symonds. Dorchester, Dec 23 at 11. Weston, Dorchester. 

Peacock, Geo, Redficld, Gloucester, Carpenter. Harley, 

Pearce, John, Birm, Furniture Dealer. Pet Dec 4. Hill. Birm, De 

Rees, Richd, Lanharry, Glamorgan, Grocer. Lewis, 
Bridgend, Dec 18 at 11. Ensor, Cardiff. 

Norwich, Dec 18 at 11. Sadd, Norwich, 

Salvidge, Jas, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Harley. 

Sanderson, Matthias, Oughtibridge, York, Spindle Maker. Pet Dec4, 
Rodgers, Sheffield, Dec 23 at 1. Turner, Sheffield. 

Dec 4. Druitt. Christchurch, Dec 19 at 11. 

Shopbrook, John Tottle, lde, Devon, Blacksmith. 

Shreeve, Chas, Burton-on-Trent, Statford, Beerhonse Manager. Pe 
Dec 3. Hubbertsy. Burtou-upon-Treat, Dec 23 at 11. Wilson, 

Spencer, Win, Clay-cross, Derby, Labourer. Pet Dec 5. 
Chesterfield, Dec 29 at 11. 

Ely, Cambridge, Horse Dealer. Pet Dec 3. Hal, 
Ely, Dee 17 at 11. Cross, Ely. 
Pet Dec |. 
Leeds, Dec 21 at 11. North & Sons, Leeds. 

Thresher, Wm, Weymouth, Dorset, Greengrocer. 

Tween, Thos, Saunders, Colchester,,Essex, Commission Agent. Pet 
Noy 28. Barnes. Colchester, Dec i9 at 11. Goody. Colchester, 
Pet Dec2. Burrup. Newnham Dec 21 at 12. Taynton,Gloucester, 

Vaughan, David, Rhyl, Flint, Publican, Pet Dec 2. — Sissa 

Walley, Saml, Burslem, Stafford, Hay Dealer. Pet Deo 3. Hill, 
Birm, Dec 23 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm. 

Birm, Jan 8 at 10. Parry, Birm, 

White, Wm, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. 

Willsher, Geo, Ashford, Kent, Cierk. Pet Dec 4. 
Ashford, Dec 21 at 10. Norwoo2, Ashford. 

Fripay, Dec. 4, 1868, 
Teague, Devonshire-rd, Wandsworth-rd, 


Nov 30. 
Chase, Robt Saml, Sheep-lane, Hackney, Butcher. Nov 30. 


Chas Robt, Surveyor, 








‘*RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their elients, Pro- 
posals tor Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
form :— 


ProvosaL Fon LoAN on Moptaaces, 
Date...... 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 
Amount required £ 


Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 


Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build 
ings, statethe net annual income) 


State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 


By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 
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